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Abstract
A PROGRAM EVALUATION OF THE MARILYN FRIEND CO-TEACHING
MODELS. Wilkins, Emily L., 2022: Dissertation, Gardner-Webb University.
This study was prompted by the continuous rise in expectations for students with
disabilities to have access to the general education curriculum within the general
education classroom. This study was a program evaluation on the Marilyn Friend coteaching models that utilized Stufflebeam’s (1960) Context, Input, Process, Product
(CIPP) program cycle at three middle schools in one upstate South Carolina school
district (Social Science Space, 2017). Data were collected via teacher surveys and followup interviews with general education and special education teachers, middle school
administrators, and appropriate district office personnel. The survey population included
31 middle school general education and special education teachers. The survey consisted
of 11 questions: four multiple-choice, one Likert scale question, one check all that apply
question, and five open-ended questions that addressed co-teaching training, planning,
professional development, and the overall implementation of the Marilyn Friend coteaching models. Follow-up interviews with five middle school administrators, one
director of special education, and 19 general education and special education teachers
helped to complete the program evaluation. Their perceptions of the Marilyn Friend coteaching models revealed that teachers found co-teaching was beneficial for all students,
but additional time was needed for planning purposes with their co-teachers. This study
was grounded in Bandura’s (1994) self-efficacy theory. Findings from the survey and the
interviews brought about common themes centered around the overall implementation
and sustainability of the co-teaching program. The co-teaching program needs some
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improvements in regard to the initial training offered, professional development/coaching
throughout implementation, scheduling, and co-planning to make the program most
effective.
Keywords: Marilyn Friend co-teaching models, co-teaching, self-efficacy theory,
middle school, CIPP program evaluation
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Chapter 1: Introduction
“Special education class is the place school makes you go to do the things you are
not good at all day long” (Jung et al., 2019, p. 2). These words were spoken by Kevin, a
student with autism. It is not uncommon to see students like Kevin spend most of the
school day in a segregated classroom for students with disabilities. These classes are
designed to focus on skill and behavior deficits that a general education classroom
teacher cannot always focus on.
When overwhelmed, Kevin would frequently rock back and forth and flap his
hands. He was considered a child with low communication skills; in reality, he had a lot
to say. After several years of no progress, Kevin's parents decided they wanted to move
their children to another school within their current school district. Unfortunately, Kevin's
disability hindered this. His mom and dad saw the regression their son had experienced,
and they wanted to ensure that he had the best opportunities just like his brother (who
was in general education classes). Kevin's parents were very involved in their children's
education. Prior to moving, they attended several parent workshops offered by the school
district. There, they learned there was a possibility for Kevin to be included in the
classroom with his same-age peers. “As luck would have it, the district was actually
piloting inclusive education practices through the use of co-teaching at a couple of
schools. Kevin and his brother transferred schools and Kevin left his traditional ‘special
education’ behind” (Jung et al., 2019, p. 2). This transformed his life. Kevin no longer
spent time in another classroom working on things he knew he was not good at doing. He
was moved into a general education classroom for the entire day at school. He was
introduced to the same curriculum his general education peers were learning. Kevin still
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required support and accommodations in his general education classes; however, these
supports were given to him by a special education teacher (who would come into his
classes) as well as the general education teacher. Kevin thrived in his new environment,
called the co-teaching model.
After graduating high school, Kevin earned a degree in engineering and went on
to work full-time. Today, Kevin proudly identifies himself as a person with autism (Jung
et al., 2019).
Background
Dr. Marilyn Friend is a former general education teacher, special education
teacher, researcher, and consultant. Currently, she works with local, regional, and state
education agencies to evaluate their special education programs. Dr. Friend’s expertise is
highly respected nationally and internationally.
Friend stated that co-teaching can be defined as, “a general education teacher and
special education teacher providing instruction to general and special education students
in a general education classroom” (Brendle et al., 2017, p. 3). There are six models of coteaching based on the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models. These models include one
teach, one observe; station teaching; parallel teaching; alternative teaching; teaming; and
one teach, one assist.
Co-teaching is two certified teachers (a general education and a special education
teacher) having their own background areas of knowledge. Co-teachers are teachers who
share certain responsibilities while in the same classroom, but each teacher also has
additional responsibilities (in their specific content area). Co-teachers often teach in
multiple classrooms together. In co-teaching, both teachers are held responsible for
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student learning and the overall outcomes from that learning (Friend et al., 2015).
Problem
I noted that within the school district of study, there is a lack of effective coteaching between general education teachers and special education teachers, creating a
gap in the delivery of co-teaching instruction across the district. Therefore, it is necessary
to complete a full program evaluation of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models to
determine their effectiveness.
Although all teachers involved in the co-teaching process have been trained in the
Marilyn Friend co-teaching models and the processes, there is potentially a lack of
“know-how” and preparedness for general education teachers and special education
teachers. “This is a cause for concern, mainly because teacher preparedness is identified
as one of the essential factors required for the success of co-teaching” (Chitiyo & Brenda,
2018, p. 41). The lack of preparedness in turn shows a low sense of self-efficacy and
creates a major problem within the delivery of co-teaching.
In many settings, during co-teaching, the special education teacher can be seen as
an assistant to the general education teacher, or the special education teacher is assisting
only with students with disabilities and the general education teacher can be seen
working with the remainder of the class. This creates a more segregated environment
within the general education classroom and defeats the purpose of co-teaching altogether.
Co-teaching is meant for students of all abilities to work together and be exposed to the
same curriculum. “Co-teaching relies on parity” (Friend et al., 2015, p. 38). Co-teachers
must recognize that they each bring something different but equally important to the
same classroom. Co-teachers must work together to use their differences and levels of
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self-efficacy in order to create instruction that benefits all students.
Teacher efficacy is known as “a teacher’s belief in their ability to assist in
students’ learning” (Protheroe, 2008, p. 42). A teacher’s sense of self-efficacy can lead to
overall progress in and out of the classroom. For the most part, teachers’ levels of
confidence about their ability to promote learning can depend on past educational
experiences. Teachers can build their self-efficacy by observing other teachers and
implementing strategies they see that work as well as getting feedback from other
teachers (Protheroe, 2008). Teacher preparedness and high self-efficacy in co-teaching
may be seen in numerous ways such as “confidence in using co-teaching, an
understanding of the job responsibilities involved, knowledge of the different co-teaching
formats, and knowledge of when and how to implement the different co-teaching
formats” (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018, p. 41). Sometimes, one teacher’s teaching style can
support certain students, but the second teacher’s teaching style can support other
students who may require further support.
Similar studies related to my problem suggest that co-teaching does have a strong
impact on teacher self-efficacy. The research shows that general education teachers often
lack necessary background knowledge to assist students with disabilities. Special
education teachers may also lack knowledge in specific subject areas to assist general
education teachers with mastering state standards. Co-teaching allows students to be
taught in a classroom that includes multiple teachers’ expertise in multiple domains
(Katz, 2018). “Teacher education has a crucial role to play in ensuring that classroom
teachers are prepared for the challenges of educating students with and without
disabilities” (Blanton et al., 2011, p. 5).
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Purpose
Expectations continue to be on the rise for students with disabilities to have
access to the general education curriculum within the general education classroom.
Therefore, I focused on “restructuring instructional service delivery models so that
special education teachers move into regular education settings and establish partnerships
with general education teachers to support the needs of students with disabilities”
(Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018, p. 38).
The purpose of this qualitative study was to study the effectiveness of the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models and equipping all teachers (general education and special
education) with strategies that benefit special education students in the general education
classrooms.
Co-teaching is the most popular model that assists students with disabilities and is
based on general education and special education teachers co-planning, co-instructing/
teaching, co-assessing, and co-managing the classroom in order to provide instruction for
students with and without disabilities (Cook & McDuffie-Landrum, 2020). The coteaching model is used most often as a means of promoting the inclusion of students with
disabilities in the general education curriculum and general education classroom. Coteaching is intended to promote greater success by providing a rigorous curriculum with
individualized academic support in a general education classroom with specially designed
instruction (Friend et al., 2015). Co-teaching allows students with disabilities to have the
same opportunities as their peers.
“Successful co-teaching partnerships require professionals whose educational
philosophies, styles, and strength complement one another” (Pratt et al., 2016, p. 244).
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Sometimes a teacher’s style can reach the majority of students, but the other teacher’s
style can support those who may require additional support. “The varying styles of the
co-teachers can be utilized in any of the co-teaching instructional models” (Pratt et al.,
2016, p. 244). The differences in teaching styles in turn become supportive of each other
and in turn benefit all students learning.
Co-teaching instruction can be seen in numerous ways. The general education
teacher can still be viewed as the main content provider as they decide how the content
should be taught and develop a pace for the overall instruction so that all content is
covered. The special education teacher may be viewed as the teacher who guarantees full
access to the curriculum. “Special education teachers provide accommodations,
modifications, strategies, remediation, tools to help facilitate learning, and focus on
mastery learning” (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018, p. 39).
“Through collaborative planning, co-teachers can use the various co-teaching
models” (Cook & McDuffie-Landrum, 2020, p. 222). It is important for educators to keep
in mind that there is no “one-size-fits-all” model. No matter which model is used, it has
to be an appropriate support strategy for the majority of the class and both teachers must
be willing to put forth the time and effort to make co-teaching work.
Numerous misconceptions about co-teaching exist. It is important to clarify
exactly what co-teaching is not. Co-teaching is not having an extra body in the class; both
teachers have crucial teaching roles. Co-teaching is not only one teacher teaching while
the other teacher roams around the room. Co-teaching is not a model in which one
teacher takes the lead teaching. Co-teaching is also not a convenient means for teachers
to get non-teaching responsibilities completed (Friend, 2019).
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A successful co-teaching team is based on the knowledge that planning and
reflecting are crucial. For co-teaching to be most effective, both teachers must be on the
same page about what will occur in the lesson, who will teach what, the instructional
methods that will be used, and any accommodations and/or modifications that will be
given to particular students. This all occurs through collaborative planning: unit planning,
biweekly planning, and daily planning. Planning may occur beyond the school day, using
interactive online solutions to collaborate (e.g., Google Doc), using individual expertise,
as well as dividing and conquering so no one teacher has to do it all. “Asynchronous and
synchronous technologies are helpful to make co-planning feasible. The beauty of using
these two platforms lies in the flexibility” (Pratt et al., 2016, p. 248). When teachers do
not have a shared planning period, the co-teachers can work online.
The numerous benefits of co-teaching have been well established and far
outweigh the costs. It furthers the goal of achieving full social integration for all students.
By using the co-teaching model as a framework for students with disabilities, teachers
can increase student access to the general education curriculum and the overall outcomes
to their individual learning needs (Cook & McDuffie-Landrum, 2020).
To ensure the success of co-teaching, it is important that both teachers follow a
step-by-step process during the planning phase before full implementation in a classroom
full of students. Step 1: Both teachers will identify learning goals and students' individual
needs. Here, the co-teachers will determine the class learning goal (by looking at the
standards). Step 2: Select an effective practice for targeted intervention. In this step, the
co-teachers must identify the effective practices that are aligned with the unique learning
needs of the students based on their Individualized Education Plan (IEP). Step 3: Select a

8
co-teaching model for targeted intervention. It is important for co-teachers to determine
which co-teaching model is most effective and appropriate for the skill that is being
taught prior to the beginning of the lesson. Step 4: Determine roles. After determining the
co-teaching model, teachers must determine their role in planning and implementing the
practice. Step 5: Implement the practice. Once the co-teaching model and instructional
roles are established, co-teachers can then be implemented (Cook & McDuffie-Landrum,
2020). By using the five steps above, co-teachers can better plan and deliver instruction
that both provides access to the general education curriculum and also integrates effective
practices that target students’ individual learning needs based on their IEPs.
There are six of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models. Team teaching, in which
co-teachers share all the instruction. Alternative, parallel, and station co-teaching, in
which students are divided into groups of varying sizes based on their skill level for small
group instructional purposes. One teach, one observe or one teach, one assist, in which
one co-teacher takes the lead on instruction while the other co-teacher is in more of a
support role offering assistance around the classroom (Johnson & King-Sears, 2020).
Through collaborative planning, co-teachers can use each of the various co-teaching
models on a daily basis.
Overview of Methodology
I chose to focus only on the middle school age group as these students are in their
critical years of education: sixth, seventh, and eighth grades. Therefore, I looked at cotaught classes in the areas of reading and math.
I also chose to use the context, input, process, and product (CIPP) evaluation
model created by Daniel Stufflebeam (Social Science Space, 2017). Context will focus on
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the why. This includes the needs, resources, problems, background, and environment of
the co-teaching program. Input will focus on specific strategies, training, and research of
the Marilyn Friend co-teaching program. Process will focus on the development of the
co-teaching program, and how the implementation will be done, as well as monitoring
and feedback. Product will focus on the impact, effectiveness, and sustainability of the
Marilyn Friend co-teaching model in the district of study.
Research Questions
Since gaining a higher sense of teacher efficacy has been recognized as being a
critical factor of successful co-teaching, it is important to explore teacher-efficacy with
the Marilyn Friend co-teaching model. Four research questions guided the study:
1. Why is a co-teaching model needed?
2. How effective is the training for the Marilyn Friend model?
3. How are the Marilyn Friend models monitored and evaluated?
4. How effective are the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models?
These are questions that I asked concerning effective co-teaching in order to
ensure that the Marilyn Friend models are being carried out appropriately.
Significance
Co-teaching is a term that has gained widespread attention. “In the United States,
the interest in co-teaching has intensified over the past decade. This interest has been
partly as a result of the Individuals with Disabilities Improvement Education Act
(IDEIA)” (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018, p. 39). “The research on co-teaching has shown both
academic and social benefits for students as well as benefits for teachers” (Pratt et al.,
2016, p. 243).
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According to the school district's online Enrich database, there are currently 1,803
students with IEPs. Looking at the data of students with special needs in the general
education classroom (with the general education population) an effective co-teaching
model would allow for students to be exposed to the general education curriculum in the
least restrictive environment and would allow students to get a more well-rounded
education.
Theoretical Framework
Self-efficacy is described by psychologist Albert Bandura (1994) as the belief of
how people feel, act, and think. Self-efficacy plays a major role in how a person feels and
also whether or not that person achieves their goals. Self-efficacy also plays a role in how
people understand situations and how they behave in regard to specific situations
(Cherry, 2020). Self-efficacy has a strong impact on every aspect of life.
Most people can name specific goals they want to reach. Bandura (1994) found
that a person's self-efficacy plays a major role in how their set goals, tasks, and
challenges are approached and handled. Self-efficacy comes into play within the district
of study as teachers are approached and challenged with the task of co-teaching.
According to research, people who are considered to have strong self-efficacy
develop more interest in specific activities; they also form a commitment; they can
recover quickly from setbacks along the way; and they view challenging situations as a
task that must be mastered. Performing a task successfully ultimately strengthens a
person's self-efficacy. On the other hand, people known to have weak self-efficacy avoid
challenging tasks; they believe difficult tasks are far beyond what they can do; they
mostly focus on the negative outcomes; and they quickly lose confidence in their own
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abilities. Fortunately, self-efficacy is a skill that one can foster and strengthen. “The most
effective way of developing a strong sense of efficacy is through mastery experiences”
(Cherry, 2020, p. 4). However, it is important when one is working to strengthen selfefficacy to celebrate successes, observe others, seek positive feedback/affirmations, and
pay close attention to their thoughts and emotions.
Setting
The school district of study is located in the foothills of the Blue Ridge Mountains
in the upstate of South Carolina. Currently, the district has nine elementary schools, three
middle schools, two high schools, one career center, two alternative schools, and one
adult education program. The district serves approximately 11,055 students and employs
approximately 660 certified teachers. Of those students, 1, 803 have active IEPs. The
school district has a strong focus on “students first” and helping them to achieve their
greatest potential. The mission of the district is to serve students by empowering them to
realize their maximum potential while engaging in rigorous, relevant, real-world learning
opportunities within a caring, collaborative, and creative environment. The vision of the
district is to be the premier school district in which to live and learn, ensuring all students
are prepared for life's opportunities by providing a safe and positive culture with
excellence in academics, athletics, and the arts.
Role of the Researcher
I am currently the special education instructional coach for the district of study. I
work with special education teachers at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. I
provide onsite assistance in classrooms and co-teaching. I am involved with providing
various professional development opportunities (including co-teaching). I teach co-
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teaching lessons, observe co-teaching in action, and provide feedback to both the special
education teacher and general education teacher.
Definition of Terms
IEP
This is a written document that describes the educational program designed to
meet a child’s individual needs. Every child who receives special education must
have an IEP. The IEP has two general purposes: to set learning goals and to state
the support and services that the school district will provide. (Family Connection
of South Carolina, 2021, p. 3)
Co-Teaching
A type of service delivery model. Co-teaching is a partnership between the
general and special education teachers. It is two professionals with equal licenses
(typically a general education teacher and special education teacher). The two implement
co-teaching by teaching together and sharing the instructional responsibilities and
practices (Friend et al., 2015). “It is both teachers taking an active role in the classroom.
It includes shared planning, instruction, and assessment of students with and without
disabilities” (Pratt et al., 2016, p. 243).
One Teach, One Assist
Known as one teacher teaching the main content and the other teacher simply
providing individual support around the classroom.
It is critical that teachers predetermine their roles to make this model effective.
Teachers must determine who will take the lead in regard to teaching the practice
and how the other teacher will specifically assist to make the lesson more
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effective. (Cook & McDuffie-Landrum, 2020, p. 222)
This model does require both teachers to interact heavily with one another. This model is
used when there are students who need more individual support from the general
education teacher (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018).
Station Teaching
When teachers use various learning stations to teach the content.
Teachers must decide how many stations there will be, the focus at each station,
the time for each station, and who will teach each station. Depending on the needs
of the students, the practice may be taught only at one station and to only some
students. (Cook & McDuffie-Landrum, 2020, p. 222)
Individual support is provided at the various learning stations and students rotate through
the stations. Both teachers (general education and special education teachers) are at each
of the stations teaching differentiated lessons. The content can be the same for all
students or it can be different depending on their needs. “Station teaching allows both
teachers the responsibility of delivering the content” (Carty & Farrell, 2018, p. 114).
Parallel Teaching
When both teachers instruct half of the class. “Teachers must decide how to group
students; typically, when using this model students are grouped heterogeneously” (Cook
& McDuffie-Landrum, 2020, p. 226). Most often, each teacher is teaching the same
content (possibly presented in the same way or a different way). This provides
opportunities for more drill and practice-type activities and lowers the student-to-teacher
ratio, creating more one-on-one support. There are many benefits to this model, including
more fun and a warmer type of atmosphere (Carty & Farrell, 2018).
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Alternative Teaching
Requires pre-teaching and reteaching by both teachers in various small groups.
One teacher may work with a large group presenting the new material and the other
teacher may work with a smaller group of students who need additional support. “When
implementing alternative teaching, teachers need to determine who will explicitly teach
the practice to the small group and who will work with the large group” (Cook &
McDuffie-Landrum, 2020, p. 222). The pre-teaching allows for more success before the
topic is presented to the whole class. “Here, co-teaching is seen to facilitate teaching
strategies that potentially allow curriculum access to students who may otherwise have
difficulties engaging with the curriculum” (Carty & Farrell, 2018, p. 105).
Team Teaching
When the general education teacher and the special education teacher are teaching
the whole class (true co-teaching). This model allows for both teachers to present the
material and question each other during the lesson. It allows for both teachers to play off
each other's strengths. There is a strong need for high levels of trust in this model. This
model also requires a great deal of commitment (Carty & Farrell, 2018). “If teachers have
chosen to use team teaching, they must determine how to explicitly and collaboratively
teach the practice and ensure the practice is implemented as intended” (Cook &
McDuffie-Landrum, 2020, p. 222).
One Teaching, One Observing
This co-teaching model is very different compared to the other models. Simply
stated, one teacher is teaching the lesson. When using this model, typically the general
education teacher is teaching the class while the special education teacher simply collects
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data on a particular student or a group of students. These data are used when planning the
follow-up lessons. This co-teaching model is seen frequently but only for brief periods of
time (Carty & Farrell, 2018).
Teacher-Efficacy
A teacher’s belief in their personal ability to assist in student learning. A teacher’s
efficacy can depend on numerous things. These include previous experiences or
experiences within the school environment (Protheroe, 2008).
Summary
Further study on the effects of teacher efficacy from the co-teaching partnership is
necessary as well as research on each co-teaching model to complete a full program
evaluation of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching effectiveness. Even though other studies
exist that show that co-teaching is an effective best practice for students, continued
research needs to be completed, specifically focusing on the Marilyn Friend models.
Teacher efficacy affects the environment teachers create for their students.
Teachers with a higher sense of self-efficacy are likely to look at new tasks as a challenge
rather than a threat. The role of teacher self-efficacy has been found to be a critical
component in successful co-teaching partnerships; teachers participating must have a
high sense of self-efficacy. According to Bandura (1994), there are four sources of selfefficacy: mastery experiences, performing a task successfully strengthens one’s sense of
self-efficacy; social modeling, seeing other people completing a task successfully is
another way to build self-efficacy; social persuasion, getting verbal encouragement from
others helps people to be persuaded to believe they have the skills to succeed; and
psychological responses, our own personal responses and emotions play an important role
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in building self-efficacy.
Self-efficacy is a critical piece of the co-teaching puzzle; it is important to further
explore the ways in which one can build self-efficacy as well as the effectiveness of each
of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models.
In Chapter 2, I conduct a full review of the co-teaching literature, the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models, and teacher self-efficacy. Chapter 3 focuses on the qualitative
research design used in the study and why. In Chapter 4, the results of the study are
discussed, as well as the strengths and weaknesses of the study. In Chapter 5, I discuss
recommendations for co-teaching as well as a summary of the completed research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
In the world of education today, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Lee,
2014) and the Individuals With Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (Wright
& Wright, 1998) have led to a transformation in the way students with disabilities are
taught in schools. This has also led to a major change in how teachers (general and
special education) are working to meet students’ individual needs in a more inclusive
environment (Murawski, 2010).
The literature review begins with research on Bandura’s (1994) self-efficacy
theory and how it pertains to general education and special education teachers when
teaching students of all ability levels in a co-taught classroom. Included in the literature
review is an overview of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory and current research on how selfefficacy relates to education and teachers in general as well as how self-efficacy affects
teachers when co-teaching. The literature review continues with an overview of
inclusion, the history of co-teaching, co-teaching research, and a review of each of
Marilyn Friend’s six co-teaching models and how they should be used.
Theoretical Framework
The study on teacher self-efficacy has grown and has given researchers an
abundance of information. However, the overall concept of self-efficacy is based on
psychologist Albert Bandura’s (1994) self-efficacy theory. Self-efficacy has become a
popular subject of study in psychology and education. Bandura defined self-efficacy as “a
person’s belief in their ability to succeed in a particular situation” (Cherry, 2020, p. 1).
These beliefs of self-efficacy include how people act, feel, and think. Self-efficacy is how
people recognize comfortable and uncomfortable situations and how they act as a result.
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According to Bandura (1994), one’s self-efficacy begins to develop as a child and
continues to develop and change throughout life. Bandura referred to four major sources
of how to develop a high sense of self-efficacy. These include mastery experiences,
social modeling, social persuasion, and psychological responses (Bandura, 1994).
Knowledge and expertise of all different kinds of experiences are the best way to
develop self-efficacy. Bandura explained that “performing a task successfully strengthens
our sense of self-efficacy” (Cherry, 2020, p. 4). It is important that people put themselves
in situations in which they are able to learn and grow. However, if people only
experience success that comes without even trying, they in turn come to expect those
quick results and become easily disappointed when things do not go as planned or if they
have setbacks along the way. Keep in mind that it is extremely important to have those
types of experiences that may not have a successful outcome; this also helps to build selfefficacy through experiences. After going through many different mastery experiences
(and finding success), people are able to see that they have what it takes to succeed in the
task(s) at hand; they in turn create a stronger sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994).
According to Bandura (1994), “seeing people similar to oneself succeed by a
sustained effort raises beliefs that others possess the capabilities to master comparable
activities to succeed” (p. 1). This is a prime example of social modeling. Based on this, it
is important to witness others completing a task that is similar to the task at hand
successfully. The impact of social modeling serves best when the task is similar in nature.
Modeling influences does far more than provide a means of how to complete a task; it
offers acquisition of better methods to complete specific tasks in the future. Seeing,
learning, and then doing is another way of building self-efficacy.
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Think back to a specific time when someone said something uplifting that led you
to fulfill a goal and how that one comment made you feel. This is an example of what
Bandura (1994) called social persuasion and is another way to build self-efficacy. Getting
encouragement from peers helps others to focus and prompts them to want to give their
very best effort (Cherry, 2020). It is in fact more difficult to teach personal self-efficacy
by the use of only social persuasion; it takes more (Bandura, 1994). Believing in yourself
is a concept that is extremely hard for people to understand and know how to do. Like
self-efficacy, it is essentially something you are born with. However, getting verbal
affirmations from other successful colleagues helps people overcome self-doubt and in
turn builds self-efficacy over a period of time.
Our own personal responses to certain situations are important to building selfefficacy. This is also known as psychological responses. Emotions, moods, physical
reactions, and high and low levels of stress all have a significant impact on how a person
feels about performing in certain situations. “Psychological indicators of efficacy play an
especially influential role in self-efficacy” (Bandura, 1994, p. 2). Learning how to reduce
stress when facing tough situations can improve one’s sense of self-efficacy.
Psychological responses are the most abstract step to building self-efficacy. People
struggle the most with this step.
Bandura’s (1994) research shows that it is possible to have high self-efficacy only
in a specific area. It has been proven that people with a stronger sense of self-efficacy
tend to develop a much deeper interest in specific activities in which they participate.
They also show a strong commitment to the task; they are always open to innovative
ideas; they are able to recuperate from minor problems; and they see new tasks as things
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that they must learn and grow from. People with a higher sense of self-efficacy also
demonstrate high levels of organizational skills (Cherry, 2020). Bray-Clark and Bates
(2003) also showed that teachers with a higher sense of self-efficacy tend to explore
multiple methods of teaching, seek to improve their craft, and experiment with their
teaching much more frequently.
People with a lower sense of self-efficacy tend to avoid most, if not all,
challenging tasks/situations. They believe difficult tasks are far beyond their know-how;
they tend to focus more on their failing; and they quickly lose all confidence in their
abilities (Cherry, 2020). It is important to note that the perception of a person’s inability
and low sense of self-efficacy to complete a specific task can come from the lack of
information regarding the task at hand.
Many scholars relate self-efficacy to education but especially to teachers.
“Teachers’ self-efficacy is related to their beliefs in their ability to influence students'
overall outcomes” (Krammer et al., 2017, p. 100). Much of the research shows that a
teacher’s sense of self-efficacy influences their overall teaching behavior. Self-efficacy
connects the idea that teachers can create positive outcomes in students’ overall
classroom engagement and learning of all things (Wilburne & Ozmen, 2017). Van
Dinther et al. (2010) researched the relationship between education and self-efficacy.
From their research, self-efficacy is linked to strategies teachers and students utilize in
the classroom. This is in regard to the goals teachers and students set for themselves.
Results of the 2011 research show that teachers and students with high levels of selfefficacy are most likely to perform better in all aspects related to school (Lopez-Garrido,
2020).
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Schools serve as a key component for developing students' sense of self-efficacy
during the most critical learning years. “School is the place where children develop the
cognitive competencies and acquire the knowledge and problem-solving skills essential
for participating in the larger society” (Bandura, 1994, p. 7). Therefore, creating learning
environments that encourage the development of children relies on the overall selfefficacy of teachers.
To measure their sense of self-efficacy, teachers can use the Teacher Sense of
Efficacy Scale (TSES) developed by Tschannen-Moran (2001). The scale is designed for
teachers to take a “test” in order to know their levels of efficacy before, during, and after
teaching. There is a long form (24 items) and a short form (12 items). Each form asks
teachers to evaluate their own ability levels related to student engagement, instructional
strategies, and classroom management styles. Teachers rate themselves based on how
they feel when performing specific tasks from 1 (not at all) to 9 (a great deal). Once all
questions have been answered, the mean of their efficacy levels in each of the categories
must be scored and measured according to the Tschannen-Moran reliability score sheet.
This will in turn give teachers their self-efficacy score (Tschannen-Moran, 2001).
In a 6-month study (of 21 teachers in a midwestern school district) about the
importance of teacher efficacy in the English language arts (ELA) classroom, TschannenMoran et al. (2017) found that teacher self-efficacy was connected to ELA achievement,
despite the curriculum that was used. The study also showed that (at the secondary level),
teachers reported various levels of self-efficacy. This was based on the different classes
and students they taught. Overall, students who were instructed by teachers who believed
they could influence students showed higher reading and writing scores in comparison to
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the students whose teachers believed otherwise (based on their end-of-course
assessments). Tschannen-Moran et al. noted that teachers with a high sense of selfefficacy (based on the TSES) tend to devote more time to academic activities and work
hard to provide all students with the guidance needed to succeed. In contrast, teachers
identified with low self-efficacy are likely to give up on students who exhibit teaching
challenges and often criticize students for poor performance and academic failures.
Research also suggests that teacher preparation programs and ongoing professional
development in ELA can impact teacher self-efficacy in a positive way. In addition to the
improved ELA instruction, the results are likely to reflect greater effort from the teachers
and a reduction in the teacher turnover rate in ELA classrooms (Tschannen-Moran et al.,
2017).
McCain’s (2017) study showed how 12 teachers at four different middle schools
(with at least 5 years of experience) in a Georgia school district perceived how a low
sense of self-efficacy affects their overall management in the classroom. It was noted that
teachers with a low sense of self-efficacy experienced various classroom management
issues. After a thorough analysis, the data showed several common themes, including
building relationships, being flexible, conveying expectations, and making a difference.
Most of the middle school teachers were confident when describing their self-efficacy
levels based on each of the four themes. However, some teachers stated they were
planning on leaving the profession (at the end of the school year) due to an overall low
sense of self-efficacy that affected their classroom performance. Current and former
middle school teachers agreed that by having a level of confidence in their classroom,
they were able to focus on the success of all students. These included being a caring,
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loving, supportive adult role model for their students. They were also able to focus more
on being personable, understanding, positive, and willing to listen to their students. All
these things impact their overall classroom management. Throughout the study, data were
collected using interviews, surveys, direct observations, questionnaires, and focus groups
(McCain, 2017).
Additional studies continue to look at the overall relationship between teacher
self-efficacy and education. A recent quantitative study investigated the differences in the
levels of teacher self-efficacy and current instruction of 21st century skills between
elementary, middle, and secondary teachers in southeastern Pennsylvania. To measure
the results, the TSES and the 21st Century Teaching and Learning Survey were used. The
findings showed that there is a strong connection between teacher efficacy and instruction
of critical thinking skill scores, collaboration skill scores, creativity and innovation skill
scores, local connection skill scores, and self-direction skill scores in classroom practice.
The study also revealed that the higher a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy, the more
effective the teacher is (Davis, 2018).
It is also important to note that teachers who have a high sense of self-efficacy are
less likely to refer a student with difficulties to the office or into a special education
program. They see working with this particular student as a challenge they must work
towards bettering. In contrast, teachers considered to have low self-efficacy struggle
when working with difficult students and students with disabilities. They feel the task is
far too much for their credentials and in turn, refer those students to a special education
program for additional support (Protheroe, 2008).
In Wynn’s (2018) study, students with autism entered a classroom with a general
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education teacher. This particular study examined the levels of self-efficacy of 11 female
teachers who taught students with autism (in the general education classroom). The
research was conducted in a rural North Carolina school district. Kindergarten through
fourth-grade teachers from three different schools in the same district were used for the
study. Teachers in the study were asked to discuss their experiences when teaching
students with autism inside of a general education classroom. To record their findings,
teachers completed a two-part survey. In Part A, they were asked to give their opinions
regarding the benefits of including students with autism in the general education
classroom as well as their overall preparedness levels. In Part B, they were asked to score
their level of agreement with specific statements in order to determine their self-efficacy
levels. Findings from the study compared teacher preparedness (to see if it made a
difference) based on the teachers’ self-efficacy levels. The research concluded that
teachers who had more training when working with students with disabilities and past
education experience were also the teachers who showed higher levels of self-efficacy.
These teachers were able to provide modifications and adjustments that are required to
meet the needs of students with autism. On the other hand, the teachers in the study
considered with a low self-efficacy struggled to provide proper services to students with
autism in the general education classroom. They felt they were not properly trained and
were unable to meet all students' needs in the same classroom (Wynn, 2018).
Multiple studies have shown that teachers with a high self-efficacy in relation to
their teaching ability and content produce greater student achievement in a variety of
subject areas. For example, Ross et al. (2001) showed that students in a high school
computer class with a teacher who had high self-efficacy (based on a survey at the
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beginning of the school year) for computer instruction performed better academically on
the end-of-course assessment. This was in comparison to students in another computer
class teaching the same content with a teacher who rated themselves with a low sense of
self-efficacy (Bray-Clark & Bates, 2003).
Based on research and multiple studies, it is evident that self-efficacy does in fact
have a strong impact on education and teaching in general. Teachers who are considered
to have a higher sense of self-efficacy have proven themselves to perform better in all
aspects of education. “Teacher self-efficacy is important for overall school effectiveness”
(Wynn, 2018, p. 3).
Self-Efficacy and In-Service Training
“Self-efficacy is a critical component in teacher effectiveness” (Bray-Clark &
Bates, 2003, p. 14). Therefore, ongoing in-service training for teachers aids in building
teacher self-efficacy. High levels of self-efficacy can increase the willingness of teachers
to learn and transfer skills during in-service training, especially in regard to new
initiatives. Research from Gist (1986) has shown that teachers with high levels of
efficacy tend to perform better during in-service training opportunities. Therefore, it is
crucial that teacher training is designed to improve the overall teacher knowledge that
will in turn enhance student outcomes.
It is no secret that in-service training has the ability to enhance teacher
effectiveness in the classroom. Therefore, enactive mastery should be used in training to
ensure that all teachers have the opportunity to learn new teaching methods and content
being taught before they are expected to do the same in their classrooms. This goes back
to Bandura’s (1994) mastery experiences and allows teachers to master the new concept

26
before full implementation in the classroom. Bray-Clark and Bates (2003) suggested that
the enactive mastery component should have clear expectations and should be wellplanned so teachers will be more likely to use their new learning when they return to their
classrooms.
The use of vicarious experiences is another way to design in-service training for
teachers. This is the belief that teachers can build their self-efficacy through observations
of a particular model/initiative performed by another teacher that is relevant to their
classroom needs. During in-service training, there should be activities and specific times
set aside that provide teachers the opportunity to see other teachers using the new
learning they are expected to use in their classrooms. This allows teachers the opportunity
to build their self-efficacy as they are able to observe and then implement, creating a
level of comfort (Bray-Clark & Bates, 2003).
Verbal persuasion is another potentially valuable tool to use during in-service
training of a new initiative. Positive communication/affirmations from well-respected
peers can affect a person’s levels of self-efficacy. This is seen during informal types of
learning during professional development opportunities. Verbal persuasion is used the
most when building one’s sense of self-efficacy. However, it is important to note that this
particular step should not be confused with surface-level praise only for the sake of
reinforcing a false sense of self-belief, as this has the potential to cause more harm than
good (Bray-Clark & Bates, 2003).
Access to professional development centered around co-teaching practices is
important in education. This is particularly important for general education teachers who
are teaching students with disabilities. Research has identified that a teacher’s level of
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self-efficacy affects the knowledge and implementation of new strategies. A recent study
in Kansas looked at the relationship of professional development opportunities based on
inclusive practices building teacher self-efficacy. A total of 250 early childhood teachers
were selected to participate in the study. Participants took an electronic survey related to
professional development and teacher self-efficacy to complete at the beginning of the
study. Of the 250 teachers, 62 completed the survey. Results indicated that there were
significant relationships between teacher self-efficacy and teaching students with
disabilities. Based on the study, professional development activities should allow teachers
to practice and then work to apply newly learned skills within their classrooms (Francois,
2020).
Teachers play a major role in student achievement. Additionally, teacher selfefficacy has a major effect on teachers’ impact and students’ overall achievement.
Therefore, it is critical that teachers receive appropriate professional development that
enhances their overall self-efficacy. Even with a strong focus on providing professional
development, it is believed by teachers to be ineffective and lacking in relevance to their
current classroom needs. There are a total of four sources of efficacy. These add to
feelings of confidence and can be incorporated within professional development.
McSweeney’s (2019) qualitative study conducted at William and Mary College in
Virginia used interviews, focus group meetings, teacher journals, and field notes to
answer the questions related to the study. Results revealed that teachers do in fact find
value in learning in order to perfect their craft. Based on the teacher survey, teachers
noted that they wanted time to learn, meaningful collaboration with their peers, and
teacher choice in participating. Teachers continue to benefit from the self-efficacy
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sources of mastery experience and emotional arousal. Based on results from this study, it
is critical that school districts provide teachers with opportunities to practice and
experience new learning in order to build their efficacy within specific learning activities
(McSweeney, 2019).
School districts across the United States are now under great pressure to design
in-service training that allows teachers to build their self-efficacy in regard to new
initiatives before their full implementation. Focusing on enactive mastery, vicarious
experiences, and verbal persuasion has the ability to provide schools and staff with the
necessary tools they need to build a high sense of self-efficacy. These things also allow
for the most effective in-service training for teachers in order to improve overall teacher
knowledge to ultimately enhance student outcomes.
Teaching Students With Disabilities – Inclusion
The Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (2004) required all school
districts to provide a free and appropriate public education for all children. This meant
that education should be provided in the least restrictive environment for each child. For
students with disabilities, this meant they would be taught in the same schools and same
general education classes. This complete restructure is known as inclusion (A History of
Improvement and Inclusion in Special Education, 2010).
Inclusion is simply defined by Merriam-Webster (n.d.b) as the act of including
students with disabilities with the general student population . In the majority of general
education classrooms, students with a variety of needs are placed in their true academic
grade levels to receive direct instruction.
In the ever-changing society of the 21st century, much of the push for inclusion is
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in relation to student IEPs and the push for students to receive the majority of their
educational services in their least restrictive environment; this includes the general
education classroom. This means they are with their general education peers to the
maximum extent possible. However, this does not mean that students with disabilities
never spend time outside of their general education classes. It means that students are
included in the majority of the school day with their nondisabled peers and are pulled out
of the general education classroom by a special education teacher to receive further
support in specific areas of need (McManis, 2017).
Inclusion is on the constant rise, as McManis’s (2017) research has shown that
both students with and without disabilities truly learn more by being in the general
education classroom. Research has shown over the past few years that students with
disabilities and without disabilities have academic gains in the areas of reading, writing,
math, and social studies based on standardized testing. Both sets of students have also
shown better communication and social skills. Students with disabilities and without
disabilities benefit from the various types of learning as teachers are now considering a
diverse student population. Students are provided with a wider range of learning
modalities, which benefits all.
Successful inclusion happens when teachers and students accept and understand
student diversity. Students with disabilities participating in the inclusion process can
include physical differences, cognitive differences, academic weaknesses, and social and
emotional disabilities.
Best Practices During Inclusion
“There is a definite need for teachers to be supported in implementing an
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inclusive classroom” (McManis, 2017, p. 3). Teachers must feel that they are
knowledgeable and confident to teach students with disabilities. This happens through
proper training, practice, and modeling. McManis (2017) suggested starting with wholegroup instruction and slowly transitioning to working in various groupings by academic
skill level. Groupings can consist of a small group working with the teacher, a small
group of students working on specific stations (these are hands-on activities related to
current learning or previous learning), and partner work. It is important to use technology
as a way to engage all students.
According to Lathan (2019), there are four important strategies for teachers to
know and understand when designing and implementing inclusion in general education
classrooms: Universal Design for Learning (UDL), multiple means of representation,
knowing background information, and classroom management.
UDL is a concept that every person has their own learning style, and each of these
styles is very different. The three main concepts of UDL are representation (the what of
learning), action/expression (the how of learning), and engagement (the why of learning).
Understanding the components of UDL is important for teachers who are implementing
inclusion in the general education classroom.
Using multiple means of representation is a critical component for successful
inclusion. Some students are visual learners and need lots of pictures; others may require
oral administration of all content; and some need to use technology for all instruction.
However, the majority of students do best with a good mix of various techniques. Various
types of teaching support the needs of all students in the classroom and allow everyone to
learn in their own way and at their own pace (Lathan, 2019).
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Knowing critical background information on students is critical for any teacher to
know in order to best serve students while at school. Therefore, in order to create a
successful inclusion classroom, it is most important that teachers familiarize themselves
with background information about students with disabilities based on their current IEPs
or 504 plans. Teachers are required by law to follow the IEP and provide all necessary
accommodations and/or modifications (Lathan, 2019). Each of these legal documents
allows the general education teacher to further support the students with disabilities while
they are in the general education classroom.
Classroom management is a critical component of successful inclusion. A good
behavior management plan can assist teachers when students are exhibiting negative
behaviors. It is important that the behavior plan is shared with everyone involved with the
student so everyone is aware of the potential rewards and consequences. There are
multiple behavior plans teachers can use based on the specific needs of the student
(Lathan, 2019).
Best practices for schools incorporating inclusion are to simply focus on all
students learning together; give teachers frequent assistance and support; focus on all
students’ abilities not their disabilities; honor the needs of all students; and most
importantly, celebrate the unique diversity (Lathan, 2019). Schools should also include
trans-disciplinary teaming, block scheduling, multi-age student grouping, looping grade
levels, schoolwide positive behavior interventions, and clearly communicated discipline
approaches. These initiatives help to facilitate the inclusion process (Villa & Thousand,
2021). It is crucial for educators to keep in mind that inclusion is very different from coteaching. Inclusion simply allows students with disabilities to be a part of the general
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education classroom.
Inclusion Studies
Think Inclusive (1970) studied and reported on the progress of students with
disabilities in general education classrooms compared to students with disabilities in selfcontained classrooms over the course of a 2-year time span. Data revealed that 47% of
students with disabilities who were included in the general education classroom made
significant progress in the area of math. This was in comparison to the 34% in the selfcontained classes. Reading progress from both sets of students was comparable in both
settings (reading data were not given in the study). However, the study also found that
typical general education peers made higher gains in math when students with disabilities
were in the general education classroom. Based on multiple observations, Lathan (2019)
found that the extra help and additional support in these classes created positive gains for
all students in the class, regardless of ability level.
A study in 2013 of more than 1,300 students between the ages of 6 and 9 years
old within 180 school districts across the United States found that access to general
education truly matters (Cosier et al., 2013). The study found that over the course of a
school year, the time actually spent in general education classes for students with
disabilities resulted in higher scores in reading and math. The study looked at data from
report card grades at the end of each quarter as well as standardized test data in reading
and math. Numerous classroom observations were conducted for data purposes. Based on
this study, inclusion is seen as an effective model in the elementary setting (Cosier et al.,
2013).
Sermier Dessemontet and Bless (2013) found that the majority of parents and
some teachers continuously made the argument that general education students are
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negatively affected by students with disabilities in the same classroom. This is mainly
due to behavior concerns and parents assuming that general education students will
follow the behaviors that may be caused by students with disabilities. However, Sermier
Dessemontet and Bless found that is not the case. In fact, the study found that
nondisabled students performed better as they were able to receive extra support they
may not have if there were no students with disabilities in the general education
classroom. Sermier Dessemontet and Bless also noted there were no major differences
found in the overall progress of students without disabilities who were a part of an
inclusion class in comparison to another class with no inclusion taking place. The overall
results suggest that including students with disabilities (specifically an intellectual
disability) in general education classrooms does not have a negative impact on the
progress of students without disabilities (Sermier Dessemontet & Bless, 2013)
A final inclusion study looked at the results of 12,000 students ranging from ages
13 to 17 across multiple school districts randomly selected across the United States
(Wagner et al., 2006). The students as a part of the study were labeled with various
disabilities. Data revealed that the more time spent in a general education classroom in
turn created fewer absences from school, fewer office referrals for outbursts and negative
behaviors, and much more postsecondary education and employment options for students
with disabilities after graduation (Wagner et al., 2006).
Teaching Students With Disabilities – Co-Teaching
Historically, special education meant working with the various needs of students
with disabilities in a separate classroom from students without disabilities. As times
changed and schools/districts moved to meet the needs of all students in innovative ways,
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co-teaching was born.
Co-teaching is a well-known service delivery option for providing services to
students with disabilities inside of a general education classroom with general education
students. “Many schools have implemented co-teaching as a way to meet the needs of
diverse learners (Colson et al., 2021, p. 20).
Co-teaching is “one general education teacher and one special education teacher
assigned to a single classroom for the purpose of jointly delivering general education
curriculum and instruction to students with and without disabilities in the general
education classroom” (Johnson & King-Sears, 2020, p. 51). This collaboration requires
teachers to not only partner together but also work together in creating/delivering
specialized instruction, planning, classroom management, and conducting student
assessments.
Co-teaching was first mentioned in the mid-1980s as a way of achieving what was
then a far-fetched goal. During the 1980s and most of the 1990s, co-teaching was used
randomly in various school districts and schools of all levels across the nation. However,
at the time, the emphasis was focused only on combining students with disabilities into
traditional general education classrooms, mainly for social opportunities. There was little
academic learning and support taking place for the students with special needs.
Fast forward, with the turn of a new century, and one could say there is an
increasing demand for implementing co-teaching. Co-teaching is now an everyday
service delivery option. Co-teaching has become progressively focused on the
instructional quality students should receive in all subject areas for all students with an
IEP (Friend et al., 2015).

35
Even though a student with an IEP is in a co-taught class, the student will
continue to receive direct instruction that is connected to their IEP goals. The student can
still receive services for academics, organization, and behavior. The student will receive
all appropriate accommodations; the location of service will now be in a general
education classroom. Progress monitoring is still ongoing. Special education teachers
continue to have the same responsibilities; that is, to provide specifically designed
instruction to ensure students reach their IEP goals.
It is imperative to keep in mind that special education services should be provided
in the student’s least restrictive environment. The ultimate goal of the least restrictive
environment is for students with disabilities to spend the least amount of time possible
isolated in a separate classroom and more time with their general education peers, as it
fits their needs (Rexroat-Frazier & Chamberlain, 2018).
Research on co-teaching is continuously evolving. There are many benefits that
have been identified. Co-teaching encourages the inclusion of students with disabilities to
be with other general education students. Co-teaching also reduces the never-ending
stigma surrounding special education. Co-teaching reduces the breakdown of instruction
for students with disabilities and allows them to obtain the same instruction. It also
provides the consistency of an instructional setting (remaining in the general education
class). Research shows that the number of disruptions within the classroom is fewer, and
because of this, more general education content is covered (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018).
A 2020 New Jersey research study focused on the six co-teaching models (based
on Marilyn Friend) and how those can affect the behaviors/classroom disruptions of
second-grade students in a co-taught classroom (Maxwell, 2020). Over an 8-week period,
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10 students with disabilities were selected to participate in the study. Research was
obtained through the use of observation notes, journals, and student behavior charts. The
data revealed that one teach, one assist and team teaching had the most classroom
disruptions. However, the remainder of the co-teaching models had fewer classroom
disruptions and more content was covered throughout the duration of the lessons. The coteaching models with fewer classroom disruptions are station teaching, alternative
teaching, parallel teaching, and one teach, one observe (Maxwell, 2020).
It is important to keep in mind that co-teaching may occur only for a single class
period or half of a class period, although students with disabilities can access co-teaching
in any subject area. In elementary schools, co-teaching occurs for a brief period of time
(30-45 minutes a day), whereas in the middle and high school settings, co-teaching
occurs for a longer period of time (60-90 minutes daily; Friend, 2008).
Best Practices in Co-Teaching
Recommendations for the best practices in co-teaching are widespread throughout
the research. According to Friend (2008), there are five main components in order for coteaching to be the most successful: teacher preparation, participating (by choice),
planning, scheduling, and principal/district support.
Like all new initiatives, it is important to ensure that the staff involved have the
proper training. “The common theme found across the literature was a need for teacher
training for individuals involved in co-teaching” (Rexroat-Frazier & Chamberlain, 2018,
p. 174). Professional development should be provided to specific groups for specific
purposes related to co-teaching. All teachers involved in co-teaching should attend some
type of co-teaching training together. It is suggested that special education teachers
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should have some background knowledge of the subject area in which they will be coteaching (Rexroat-Frazier & Chamberlain, 2018). When preparing for co-teaching, it is
important to keep in mind that both sets of teachers are responsible for each of the
students. This will be seen and conducted in various ways. As always, the general
education teacher will have the core knowledge of the specific curriculum being taught.
The general education teacher should also have the ability to manage a group of students
with varying ability levels, have an understanding of typical learning patterns, and be
able to pace the instruction so what is expected by state standards can be accomplished.
On the other hand, the special education teacher should have in-depth knowledge of the
processes for providing accommodations, modifications, and remediation. Special
education teachers should also have an understanding of each student's needs (as well as
everything in their IEPs) and have a strong understanding of mastery learning (Friend,
2008).
To show the importance of teacher preparedness, a study of teachers in the
northeastern part of the United States focused on the importance of teacher preparedness
in co-teaching (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018). For the study, there were a total of 77 general
education and special education teachers. Elementary, middle, and high school level
teachers were a part of the study. Data were collected by a questionnaire (divided into
three sections: demographics, knowledge of co-teaching, and a rating of co-teaching
preparedness). In summary, the results from the study showed the need for teacher
preparedness when co-teaching. The questionnaire revealed that not all teachers were
trained; consequently, they require additional support. Teachers stated that they were
unable to effectively implement co-teaching due to the lack of training (Chitiyo &
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Brinda, 2018).
Many teachers are given a co-teaching assignment without the proper training. In
another study, there were a total of 48 general education and special education teachers
from four middle schools and three high schools in a northeast region of the U.S.
(Faraclas, 2018). For the study, a pretest and posttest were given to all the participating
teachers over the course of 15 weeks. Participants completed a demographic survey, and
data were also collected through classroom observations. Professional development
began after initial observation of each of the co-teachers in order to see where each
teacher needed the most support. Professional development was provided five times for a
total of 2 hours each session. Each session was based on each of the Marilyn Friend coteaching models of planning, instruction, and classroom and behavior management. After
all professional development sessions were complete, the teachers were then observed
again as well as rated themselves based on the post-assessment. Data showed that each
teacher's scores in fact increased after receiving adequate professional development in coteaching (Faraclas, 2018).
The importance of choice in participating in co-teaching cannot be emphasized
enough. Choice is the critical starting point of co-teaching which in turn can make it or
break it. Using volunteers provides participants the opportunity to try out all co-teaching
models, and those volunteers are able to fine-tune the co-teaching program at their school
(Friend, 2008). Teachers believe they have input in what they will be teaching and with
whom they will be teaching. Along with the choice in participating, the selection of
teachers is also important when implementing co-teaching. Partnerships between various
teachers should be chosen carefully by the administration team to guarantee the pair will
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work well together. Once teachers have agreed to participate, they should complete an
inventory to identify their philosophy of teaching. This will help to determine specific
shared beliefs between the sets of teachers (Rexroat-Frazier & Chamberlain, 2018).
Co-planning is the most important part of any successful co-teaching partnership.
The partnership between the general education teacher and the special education teacher
can be a great way to plan and deliver instruction to both general education students and
students with disabilities. The planning time teachers have should be purposeful. Most
importantly, the students in each co-taught class need to be considered when planning
lessons. It is important that co-teachers are on the same page about what will occur in the
lessons. Teachers should have a clear understanding of the instructional models that will
be used as well as any accommodations/modifications that will be given to particular
students. All of this occurs through collaborative planning that should happen multiple
times a week. This planning time allows both teachers to share their knowledge and come
to agreements about how instruction will take place to best meet all students’ individual
needs (Pratt et al., 2016).
During co-planning, it is important that teachers stay focused on the overall end
goal, whether it is an end-of-course state assessment or simply a unit test based on state
standards. During planning time, teachers should develop assessments, review student
data, develop student groupings, design differentiated assignments, and make other
curriculum accommodations (as needed). It is ideal for teachers to have common
planning periods, but that is not always possible. Other options for planning can include
having a substitute teacher come in monthly, using saved time, organizing meetings,
replacing duties, or biweekly planning (Murawski & Bernhardt, 2016). Co-teachers
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should attempt to work together daily or weekly in order to plan for the following day’s
instruction. It is not necessary that the teachers meet in person. The teachers can create a
shared planning template where they can both input their information and collaborate
with each other. Teams may have to get creative when it comes to planning. Co-planning
allows for co-teachers to divide and conquer. It is important to keep in mind that
responsibilities should be divided based on experience and comfort levels. When
planning, it is important to pick what works the best for your school and all co-teaching
teams.
It is critical that all staff involved in the scheduling process for co-teaching also
understand the basis for creating a true co-teaching environment (Murawski & Bernhardt,
2016). When scheduling students for co-teaching, it is important to keep in mind that cotaught classrooms should be heterogeneous groupings, meaning there should be mixed
ability levels in the general education classroom. Rexroat-Frazier and Chamberlain
(2018) cautioned against schools randomly generating class rosters. Instead, research
suggests handpicking the students who will participate in co-teaching. One way to do this
is by scheduling students who will receive special education services first. During
scheduling, it is crucial that the school administration team rely on the expertise of the
special education teachers to decide which students are potential candidates for the cotaught classes. To ensure personalized instruction, no more than six students (of 25) with
an IEP should be identified in the same general education classroom. The overall class
makeup in a co-taught classroom can easily affect student success (Rexroat-Frazier &
Chamberlain, 2018).
“If your principal only knows one paragraph of information about co-teaching, it
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is going nowhere” (Friend, 2008, p. 16). All the recommendations for co-teaching are
important, but it is crucial to emphasize the support of the principal and district
personnel. Without the proper support from all parties, co-teaching is not very likely to
succeed. Principals should help all teachers, students, parents, and other staff members
prepare for co-teaching and inform all parties of what is expected throughout the process.
At the classroom level, the support should be focused on instructional strategies as well
as the responsibilities of teachers involved in the process. While in the classroom,
principals should look for a strong partnership between the two teachers. Principals
should also look for evidence of student success through the mastery of IEP goals and
instructional content. At the school level, support should be in the form of assisting with
scheduling, providing adequate space to carry out co-teaching and assisting with the
implementation and planning (if needed). Principals should arrange a common planning
time and assist with other necessary duties to ensure that co-teaching is practical for
everyone involved. Co-teachers can encourage continued principal support by sharing
their successes through academic data (Friend, 2008). At the district level, support should
be given by continuous professional development, allocation of resources/funds, and
providing necessary feedback (Rexroat-Frazier & Chamberlain, 2018).
Friend (2008) stated that co-teaching has the potential for improving the overall
achievement of students needing additional academic support. However, for co-teaching
to be most effective, each of the strategies mentioned must be addressed and planned for.
This guarantees that all students have access to the same curriculum in the same
classroom.
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Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models
Co-teaching has many different formats, all based on students' instructional needs.
There are six models of co-teaching based on Dr. Marilyn Friend’s co-teaching guide.
They include some that are for periodic use: one teach, one assist (where only one teacher
teaches the content and the other simply assists during the lesson) and one teach, one
observe (where one teacher observes a specific student while the other teacher teaches the
lesson). There are other strategies recommended for daily use. These include station
teaching (where teachers divide the content and split the class in order to teach in small
groups, then switch), parallel teaching (the class is split in half, and the same topic is
presented to both groups at the same time – this model allows for more small group
instruction to take place), alternative teaching (where both teachers are teaching different
concepts based on student need), and teaming (where both teachers work together to
deliver content to the entire class; Hanover Research, 2012).
It is important for teachers to note that there is a time and place for each of the
Marilyn Friend models. Teachers must know when to use each model based on the lesson
being taught and the skill levels of their students. Choosing the right co-teaching model
results in students with disabilities learning the grade-level curriculum as well as
strategies to succeed outside of the classroom.
Pros and Cons of Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models
As with any initiative, there are pros and cons that are important to know and
recognize with implementation. The same is true with each of the Marilyn Friend coteaching models. It is important that both sets of teachers understand all the positives of
each model as well as have an understanding of the parts that may not work out so well.
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One teach, one assist can be very helpful for a new set of co-teachers. This model
allows for teachers to ease into co-teaching. This model also allows for both teachers to
view and learn the other’s teaching styles. This model is best used when teaching math,
as it allows one teacher to assist the students with learning a new math concept. Friend
(2019) suggested that this is the most used of all co-teaching models. However, her same
research stated that this is the least effective co-teaching approach because it fosters
dependent behavior and may distract students from the lesson (Friend, 2019). Teachers
should keep in mind that this model is for limited use in the classroom.
While using the one teach, one observe model, teachers are able to gather
pertinent information multiple times during a lesson so any adjustments can be made
quickly. These adjustments are usually related to specific assessment information.
However, using this model creates a risk that the teacher assigned to collect data will be
known as only an observer/assistant in the classroom. This in turn can lead to the inability
to perform the necessary duties when it comes to leading a lesson and, because of this,
should be for limited use (Friend, 2019).
Station teaching should be used frequently and, because of this, has numerous
benefits including additional small group time with teachers which leads to more
personalized instruction for all students and fluid student groupings (changing as students
master taught concepts). This model does require three student groups at all times. Two
stations are led by both teachers in the room, and the third group is an independent
student group. Potential problems with this model are time constraints as teachers need to
see all groups and with limited time, this model makes it difficult to achieve this goal.
This model also requires students to be able to complete work in any order as well as be
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able to work independently. Teachers must ensure that with intentional planning
beforehand (Friend, 2019).
In the parallel co-teaching model, a benefit is the true co-teaching partnership, as
both teachers contribute to student learning. Parallel teaching also decreases the studentto-teacher ratio and allows for more individualized instruction based on the students’
IEPs. Parallel teaching provides those built-in opportunities for differentiation. However,
the noise levels in the classroom can become very high and can make it hard for students
to stay focused. Another con is that if both teachers are not adequately prepared to teach
the lesson, certain groups of students will get even further behind (Friend, 2019). Even
with some cons, parallel teaching should be used frequently.
Alternative teaching creates a different kind of co-teaching partnership. Both
teachers are responsible for teaching students various skills; therefore, most of the lessons
taught are completely different concepts. This small group model can be used in a variety
of ways: reteaching, remediation, pre-teaching, makeup time, etc. Problems with this
model do exist; therefore, this model should be used sparingly. Teachers need to be aware
of students missing the core instruction because they are in another group learning a
completely different concept (Friend, 2019).
The teaming co-teaching approach allows for both teachers to plan highly
engaging/hands-on activities (since the two teachers are leading the group together).
Teaming allows for students to see two teachers working together (general education and
special education). A strong relationship between the two teachers makes this model most
effective. On the other hand, teaming can result in only “skimming the surface” of
content because the class is led only in the whole group and there are no chances for
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small group instruction. It is important for co-teachers to keep in mind that this particular
model is not recommended for use unless both teachers have prior co-teaching experience
(Friend et al., 2015). Teaming is suggested for occasional use.
Deciding on a Co-Teaching Model
Within the six Marilyn Friend co-teaching models, teachers must still address the
students’ IEP goals and objectives of students with disabilities. Therefore, many factors
go into a teacher’s overall decision-making about which co-teaching approach to use.
These factors are based on the number of students in the class, which teachers are
involved, and the specific lesson/curriculum being taught.
First and foremost, teachers must focus on establishing co-teaching routines for
all the students involved in the process. Teachers must also measure the effectiveness of
the model chosen for the lesson (this ensures the particular model being used will allow
the concept to be retrieved by the students). If students are considered mature and have
little to no behavior difficulties, nearly any co-teaching approach will be appropriate (as
long as it flows with the lesson). If students in the class have difficulty working
independently, the co-teaching models that require students to complete independent
activities will not be most appropriate.
If teachers are new to co-teaching, it is important that teachers focus on the coteaching models that allow for practice and time to create a lasting partnership. This is the
time where one teach, one observe and one teach, one assist are beneficial. Once both
teachers have the experience and become more comfortable with one another, nearly any
approach will be effective, depending on the lesson being taught.
Co-teachers will more than likely use all the co-teaching models. However, co-
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teachers should realize that the models used will change on a day-to-day basis. When
choosing a model, teachers will look at student groupings, order of instruction, and the
need for teacher-led and student parts. The actual lessons being taught have the most
effect on how to choose an appropriate co-teaching model (Friend et al., 2015).
Studies and Examples Based on the Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models
Carty and Farrell’s (2018) high school study showed that during 7 weeks of
instruction, there were a total of 32 math lessons that were co-taught using five of the six
Marilyn Friend co-teaching models (the one teach, one assist model was not used for the
study). The findings are based on reflective journals, observations, and interviews.
During the one teach, one assist model, both teachers believed it was the most natural.
This model does not create a power struggle between the two teachers. In this study, both
teachers rotated between one teaching and one assisting so both teachers played an active
role. The teachers noted that the students in the class did well with this model and had no
issues with asking questions of either teacher. Overall, both teachers rated this model as
effective.
During the study, station teaching was used primarily for re-teaching and
independent practice (Carty & Farrell, 2018). Based on this, both teachers' reflections
revealed that students were more willing to engage in difficult activities and that they
were able to peer coach one another. This model was also rated as effective. Both
teachers reflected positively on the teaming co-teaching model. It was noted that the
teachers really enjoyed the fact that they were able to teach the exact same concept (just
taught in different ways in order to meet students' individual needs). Those same teachers
also tried teaming with one teacher recording on the board and the other teacher orally
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giving instructions. This model was rated as effective, especially with keeping all
students on task.
Alternative teaching came with several challenges (Carty & Farrell, 2018). For
the study, students were allowed to select which math group they would attend (given the
choice between two groups). Creating the smaller group that needed more assistance was
the most challenging. One group was with the special education teacher teaching a
remedial concept and the other group was with the general education teacher teaching
another concept. However, students did not seem to understand the purpose of this model
and found it difficult to know which group they should go to. Once this situation was
sorted out, both teachers really enjoyed this model. This model too was rated as effective.
Both teachers liked the flexibility of students getting to move between the two groups in
order to meet their current needs (Carty & Farrell, 2018).
Parallel teaching was used on five different occasions for this study (Carty &
Farrell, 2018). Based on two of those occasions, both teachers felt it was a disaster
because the students could not concentrate due to the noise level throughout the room
(from both groups). The teachers eventually found a way to make it work (one teacher
had to relocate to another room). This made both teachers feel that they were no longer
co-teaching since they were not in the same physical space. Even with the same lesson
planned, content was not delivered the same due to different questions arising and the
lesson going in a completely different direction. This co-teaching model was rated as fair
by both teachers. This model requires even more coordination to make it work. Based on
this study, it is important to implement a wide range of the co-teaching models to allow
for greater differentiation with all lessons. This will ultimately benefit all students (Carty
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& Farrell, 2018).
Another study investigated two co-taught elementary classrooms in a southern
state (Brendle et al., 2017). One classroom was fifth-grade reading and the other was
fourth-grade math. Data were collected from a total of four teachers (two general
education and two special education teachers). For the study, ratings, interviews, and
observations of each classroom were the data sources used. The fourth-grade co-teaching
team focused on the team-teaching approach. In the fifth-grade setting, the teachers
functioned completely separately, providing instruction only to their assigned group of
students (based on the Marilyn Friend models, this is also known as parallel teaching).
Based on the data from the study, two conclusions were drawn. Both sets of teachers
lacked expertise in implementing the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models. Observation
data revealed there was little to no communication between the teachers. All teachers in
the study reported the strong need for additional training to better understand each of the
co-teaching models and the best strategies to implement them effectively. The special
education teachers felt they were only used as a specialist in adapting or modifying
assignments. The other conclusion from the study is the strong need for more planning
time for both teachers. Based on observations, it was clear that the teachers were not on
the same page because there was a lack of preparedness and know-how throughout both
lessons (Brendle et al., 2017).
A study conducted by Hanover Research (2012) found that in secondary math
courses, team teaching was used most frequently as this model allowed teachers to work
closely together during instruction. Additional research revealed that the special
education teacher in the room was used only as a support for the general education
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teachers during instruction. The Hanover Research (2012) study found that the one teach,
one observe model was most used at the secondary level (especially in math). However,
based on student data, it was determined that this model was ineffective (Hanover
Research, 2012).
During the 2004-2005 school year, a study with a total of 45 teachers and 58
students focused on using the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models (Hang & Rabren,
2009). The purpose of the study was to gather information on how the teachers and the
students felt about co-teaching as well as to look at the success of co-teaching. It is
important to know that all participants were new to the co-teaching experience. For the
study, data were gathered through classroom observations, surveys, and important related
records. Hang and Rabren (2009) found that the achievement increased for students with
disabilities based on standardized tests from the previous school year (when co-teaching
was not implemented). Those involved in the study had nothing but positive things to say
about the co-teaching experience. Based on the findings from this particular study, coteaching is in fact an effective strategy for teaching students with disabilities (Hang &
Rabren, 2009).
A 2010 co-teaching study from St. Cloud State University in Minnesota was
conducted with the collaboration of Dr. Marilyn Friend. Data revealed that in the area of
reading, there was a 74% increase in test scores from students with disabilities. This is in
comparison to the general education classroom without co-teaching where students with
disabilities had an increase of only 53%. In the area of math, the findings showed the
same outcome. There was a 72% increase in test scores for students with disabilities in
the co-taught math classroom and only a 55% increase for students with disabilities
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without the use of co-teaching in the area of math. It is important for other researchers to
know that these data were collected over the course of 4 years using the various Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models. It was proven that students with disabilities in co-taught
classrooms outperformed students with disabilities who only received additional
academic support outside of the general education classroom (St. Cloud State University,
2010).
Samuels (2020) conducted an interview with Dr. Marilyn Friend. The interview
was focused on the partnership between special education teachers and general education
teachers as well as co-teaching. When asked if a co-taught classroom should look
different from a classroom with only one teacher, Friend stated that co-teaching may not
look so different at the elementary level. However, at the middle and high school levels,
there should be a drastic change. No matter the grade level, it is still just as important for
both teachers to work with all students. Instructional intensity can be used by
implementing many strategies for all students in the classroom, such as small groups and
differentiated work. When asked about the kind of preparation for teachers as part of the
co-teaching process, Friend stated that ideally, both sets of teachers should attend a coteaching training together (Samuels, 2020). However, if this is not possible, teachers need
to work together in order to have an understanding of what the classroom will look like
and discuss each other's roles (Samuels, 2020).
Self-Efficacy Studies in Co-Teaching
Multiple studies have looked at the attitudes of general and special education
teachers. Studies found that the majority of teachers have a positive attitude towards coteaching. Although co-teaching will be very different (in regard to responsibilities and
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specific model[s] being utilized) in various schools and classrooms, the overall goal
remains the same.
A recent partnership led by Penn State developed Project Excellence (Wilburne &
Ozmen, 2017). This project studied teacher self-efficacy during a 3-month period while
they were co-teaching. The study addressed the following research question: “Does
participation in a co-taught classroom promote teachers' self-efficacy?” This project
allowed novice teachers to co-teach with another teacher to explore their self-efficacy.
Prior to beginning the co-teaching model, all faculty and school administrators were
trained on the six co-teaching models and what they should expect during the co-teaching
process. For the study, teacher efficacy was measured at the beginning, middle, and end
of the semester using surveys from approximately 220 teachers teaching various grades
from kindergarten through 12th grade. The TSES (a 12-question survey developed by
Tschannen-Moran, 2001) was used to measure teacher efficacy. Teachers rated their level
of efficacy in the co-taught classroom from 1 to 4 (1 = not at all, 2 = a little, 3 =
somewhat, 4 = to a great extent). Based on the questionnaire, the results suggested that
co-teaching does in fact enhance teacher self-efficacy. The co-teaching experience
provides teachers with support, mentorship, and shared leadership responsibilities. In
general, teachers found the co-teaching experience to be positive and their self-efficacy in
teaching students with disabilities grew from their participation in co-teaching (Wilburne
& Ozmen, 2017).
Lori Katz from Indiana State University studied the impact and the effects of a coteaching environment on teacher self-efficacy in a midwestern state (Katz, 2018). A
cross-sectional survey was used to collect data from 2,402 secondary general education
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and special education teachers (from the study) regarding their efficacy by determining
student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management throughout the
process. General education teachers and special education teachers were partnered at
various high schools (from the school district of study) to co-teach for the course of a
semester. Upon the completion of the study, a 57-question survey was sent to all teachers
involved to reflect upon their efficacy in the co-taught classroom. The survey was
completed anonymously via email. The instrument used to collect data from the study
was the TSES (a long-form question survey developed by Tschannen-Moran, 2001). At
the conclusion of the survey, the data determined there was a major effect when teaching
in a co-taught classroom for the general education teachers compared to a stand-alone
classroom. Specifically, secondary general education teachers had high self-efficacy in
engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management within the co-taught
classroom, while secondary special education teachers had a higher sense of efficacy,
only in the student engagement category (while in the co-taught classroom). Special
education teachers felt that they could assist their students to do well in school in either
setting (Katz, 2018).
In another study, 256 rural high school teachers (212 general education teachers
and 44 special education teachers) from Tennessee and Indiana measured their selfefficacy in engagement, instructional practices, and classroom management after teaching
in a co-taught classroom (Colson et al., 2021). Some teachers reported that they had
adequate professional development, and others did not feel prepared. Teachers used
several co-teaching models throughout the process. Based on the Marilyn Friend coteaching models, some of the teachers in the study used the one teach, one assist model
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and others used the teaming model. A link to the 12-question TSES was sent to all
participants after the completion of the study. The results showed major differences in the
levels of self-efficacy between teachers with and without instructional practice
experience in a co-taught classroom. When comparing teachers with experience in coteaching, findings showed that they had a higher sense of self-efficacy in the areas of
student engagement in comparison to the teachers with little to no experience. Teachers
who have experience in co-teaching stated that they also felt more assertive in using
various instructional practices and strategies (Colson et al., 2021).
Federal mandates ensure that students with disabilities are now part of general
education classrooms. A Colorado rural school district study examined whether
differences existed in teacher self-efficacy based on the collaboration between the two
types of teachers (general education teachers and special education teachers; Daniels,
2018). The Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice (TEIP) scale was also used in this
study to measure teacher self-efficacy. The findings showed that special education
teachers had a sense of high self-efficacy towards co-teaching as well as higher selfefficacy for collaboration than the general education teachers. This is because special
education teachers are trained to teach students of all ability levels and have no problem
collaborating with various teachers in order to meet the needs of their students. Findings
also showed that the general education teachers felt less self-efficacious when it came to
collaborating with other teachers to seek guidance on addressing the needs of students
with disabilities. Based on these results, this is because teachers in the general education
classrooms do not feel that they are qualified and prepared to teach students with
disabilities (Daniels, 2018).
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Teachers working in a co-taught classroom can measure their self-efficacy based
on the TEIP scale. This scale is meant to score teacher self-efficacy in order to provide
instruction in co-taught classrooms. The original study (using the TEIP scale) identified
three key factors that are necessary to master when co-teaching: efficacy in using
inclusive instruction, efficacy in collaboration, and efficacy in managing behaviors (Park
et al., 2014). The TEIP scale consists of 18 items scored on a 6-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree somewhat, 4 = agree somewhat, 5 = agree,
and 6 = strongly agree; Park et al., 2014).
Summary
As schools, curricula, and students constantly grow and change, educators
continue to determine the best ways to teach students with disabilities. As more students
with disabilities now learn alongside general education students, teachers continue to
discover how to include these students in their classrooms through the use of coteaching.
This literature review focused on the theoretical framework concept of selfefficacy. Research has shown that self-efficacy is a crucial component of successful
inclusion and co-teaching at any level (Wilburne & Ozmen, 2017). There is a strong need
to build teacher self-efficacy as part of the co-teaching process. Multiple research data
have shown there is an obvious difference in the levels of self-efficacy in regard to coteaching and a feeling of inadequacy of general education teachers to effectively teach
students with disabilities. Teachers can utilize the TIEP scale created by TschannenMoran (2001) to reveal their self-efficacy levels (Park et al., 2014).
The literature review continued with in-depth research that shows the need for
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continuous co-teaching training and better collaboration between general education
teachers and special education teachers in order to improve self-efficacy levels and
enhance the co-teaching and inclusion experience for everyone involved (Bray-Clark &
Bates, 2003). Friend’s (2008) research also showed that co-teaching has a reputation for
improving student outcomes for students with disabilities as well as without disabilities.
Multiple studies were conducted focused on self-efficacy, inclusion, and co-teaching.
These were used as the basis for the research.
The literature review found a gap in the research focusing specifically on the
Marilyn Friend co-teaching models at the middle school level. In order to fill the gap in
the research, a program evaluation was conducted focusing on both general education and
special education teacher data from reading and math classrooms in three different
middle schools and three different grade levels (sixth, seventh, eighth) in the district of
study.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
The purpose of this study was to assess the overall effectiveness of co-teaching
using the Marilyn Friend models. The study examined the planning, procedures, and
teacher perspectives (general education and special education) of co-teaching in Grades
6, 7, and 8 (math and reading), which was facilitated during the 2021-2022 school year.
The qualitative evaluation captured the perceptions of district personnel, middle school
principals, middle school special needs administrators (assistant principals), middle
school special education teachers, and middle school general education teachers involved
in the co-teaching process.
CIPP Program Evaluation
Program evaluation is necessary in education. Program evaluation guides the
success of all educational initiatives. The major focus and purpose of evaluations are to
inform stakeholders such as district personnel, principals, assistant principals, department
chairs, teachers, and parents of specific decision-making purposes, programs, and
organizational improvement, and to strengthen everyone's overall knowledge.
This dissertation research utilized Stufflebeam’s CIPP program cycle (Social
Science Space, 2017). Stufflebeam developed the CIPP model in the 1960s in regard to
the need for additional support for decision makers (Social Science Space, 2017).
Stufflebeam defined evaluation as the process of describing, obtaining, reporting, and
applying descriptive and judgmental information about an “object's” worth in order to
guide decision-making and to increase one’s overall understanding (Fitzpatrick, 2021).
The CIPP evaluation model emphasizes learning by doing. This type of evaluation
focuses on improving programs rather than simply proving if the program is effective or
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not effective. When applied correctly, the CIPP model will provide formative and
summative feedback. The formative and summative information is then used for
improvements to the initiative. The CIPP evaluation process provides timely and relevant
information from which to make informed decisions. It further provides a detailed
framework to review components of a particular program (Fitzpatrick, 2021). The CIPP
evaluation ultimately assists school districts with evaluating and improving specific
projects.
A district or school can incorporate ongoing evaluation of educational
programming using one or more phases of the CIPP evaluation. The evaluation includes
four major concepts: context, input, process, and product. Each of these concepts guides
stakeholders with plans, actions, and outcomes of a specific program.
This program evaluation used Stufflebeam’s CIPP model (Social Science Space,
2017) as a tool for evaluating the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models for success and
opportunities for growth. The research examined Stufflebeam’s CIPP model (Social
Science Space, 2017) as a program evaluation cycle, which emphasizes program
improvement rather than program effectiveness. This study presents a CIPP evaluation to
define necessary changes in co-teaching for years to come.
Context Phase
CIPP begins with the context phase, also known as the planning phase within the
cycle. Context centers around a needs assessment, available resources, problems to be
solved, any background issues, and the overall environment of the program (Fitzpatrick,
2021). The context phase focuses on the intended goals for a program. This phase sheds
light on what needs to be addressed as well as accomplished.

58
The context phase can also assist in identifying a district’s learning and
community needs. The context evaluation intentionally assesses problems, assets, and
opportunities (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Creating a needs assessment is a
common example of the work that takes place at the beginning of the context evaluation
(Warju, 2016). In education, the context phase includes the goals, objectives, intentions,
history, and background of the school (Fitzpatrick, 2021). This is the area of the
evaluation where a district is provided the big picture and begins to identify various
possible program implementations while evaluating the fit of the programming.
Input Phase
The second phase of the CIPP assessment process is the input phase. This is
where the problem is specifically defined and restructuring begins. The inputs are
important resources that must meet the needs that were outlined in the context phase
(Warju, 2016).
Input evaluation is used as a problem-solving strategy. Key stakeholders should
be identified during this phase. Budget is a major component; therefore, this should be
examined during the input phase. Others include research, plans, stakeholders, or subject
matter experts. Scheduling is a major input in developing an evaluation using CIPP.
Inputs create a plan with steps to be implemented as well as tools and/or resources
required to achieve the program’s overall goals (Fitzpatrick, 2021).
Process Phase
The third aspect of CIPP is the process phase. Process is related to program
development and implementation. This is where the main implementation occurs. It is
important to note that the process phase is revisited multiple times in order to review
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specific data (Fitzpatrick, 2021). This is also a point where the execution of specific
processes is examined for possible refinements within the program. One of the main
components of this phase is looking at how well each process is serving the context and
whether all parts are operating well together. Stufflebeam noted that this is where the
program is fully developed and executed (Social Science Space, 2017). The process
phase is especially valuable for providing information and encouraging relationships
between all stakeholders and evaluators. “Additionally, this phase identifies participant
success in specific roles and helps determine termination, continuation, or modification”
(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007, p. 52). The formative evaluation for this step includes
guidance for implementing the plan. The summative evaluation includes the money used,
how it is utilized, plus a differentiation of the design and the confirmed work (Fitzpatrick,
2021).
In a school district, this phase is where consistent monitoring, documenting, and
assessing takes place. Feedback is gathered, processed, and then communicated to the
key stakeholders in order to provide data and ultimately buy-in. Stufflebeam also stated
that this aspect of the CIPP evaluation will measure whether the intended strategies were
implemented effectively and whether alterations are needed in order for the district to
implement them effectively (Social Science Space, 2017).
Product Phase
The final aspect of the assessment cycle is the product evaluation. This is
considered a review phase in the cycle where intended goals are assessed. The product
focuses on the “bigger picture” related to program performance and goals. The question
that seeks to be answered in this phase is, “Have the goals been met?” Fitzpatrick (2021)
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stated that there are specific areas that should also be examined. These include if the
program is sustainable in terms of context, inputs, and processes. Stakeholders should
continue to examine how the program achieves outcomes and goals, as well as focus on
specific trends that can be gathered from researching information and what areas of the
program can and need to be improved.
To measure the effectiveness of the initiative, Stufflebeam referred to written
logs, diaries of outcomes, interviews from various stakeholders, targeted focus groups,
documents/records, and analyses that can and should be used for evaluation purposes
(Social Science Space, 2017). The formative evaluation used within the product phase
includes the direction for continuing or modifying the work after analyzing the data. The
summative evaluation role is the comparison of the outcomes to the needs identified. It
includes the data of results with each of the other steps in the CIPP process (Fitzpatrick,
2021).
Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) noted that throughout each of the CIPP
processes, it is critical to provide all stakeholders with specific feedback on the project.
Communication is essential and requires meaningful and appropriate involvement
throughout the entire evaluation cycle.
Research Questions
The purpose of the study was to evaluate the Marilyn Friend co-teaching program.
The four phases of CIPP were used for the program evaluation. The study used each of
the CIPP processes to evaluate the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models during the 20212022 academic year in the middle school setting. The implementation and effectiveness
of the program were addressed with the following research questions.
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1. Why is a co-teaching model needed?
2. How effective is the training for the Marilyn Friend model?
3. How are the Marilyn Friend models monitored and evaluated?
4. How effective are the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models?
Program Participants/Selection of Sample
The Marilyn Friend co-teaching models were selected for a program evaluation.
The evaluation included three middle schools from the school district of study. The study
included the special education director, three middle school principals, three middle
school special needs administrators (assistant principals), 11 middle school special
education teachers, and 22 middle school general education teachers. Each of the
participants was sent an electronic survey (via district email) to complete regarding coteaching. Additionally, the study included in-person interviews with the special education
director and the three middle school principals along with in-person focus group
interviews with the special education teachers and general education teachers at each of
the middle schools of study.
The school district selected for the study was located in the foothills of the Blue
Ridge Mountains in South Carolina. The district consists of nine elementary schools,
three middle schools, three high schools, one career center, two alternative schools, and
one adult education program. The district serves approximately 11,055 students with
approximately 660 certified teachers. Of all the students, 1,803 are students with
disabilities and have current IEPs. The school district has a strong focus on “Students
First” and helping them to achieve their greatest potential.

62
Nature of the Study/Rationale
A qualitative approach was used for the program evaluation. A qualitative study is
defined as research that involves collecting and analyzing non-numerical data. This
includes understanding concepts, opinions, or experiences. Qualitative research attempts
to explain the how and why of a particular subject. (McLeod, 2019).
Qualitative data were represented by an electronic survey sent via district email to
the special education director, special education teachers, general education teachers,
principals, and special needs administrators (assistant principals) at the middle school
level. Data from the survey responses were coded through collective response for
interpretation. Follow-up interview questions were developed based on the coding of the
survey responses. Interviews involving willing participants from those categories of
personnel allowed for additional data regarding perceptions of co-teaching.
Research Design
Prior to conducting any research, I sent an email to the superintendent and the
assistant superintendent in order to receive permission on behalf of the school district to
conduct the study. The purpose of the study and the dissertation was shared for further
explanation. After approval was granted, the director of special education as well as three
middle school principals and two assistant principals received a formal email with
detailed information about the study as well as a copy of the survey for their review.
After approval from each administrator, the electronic survey was sent (via district email)
to all participants detailing the purpose. I sent the electronic Google survey (via district
email) to middle school special education teachers and middle school general education
teachers who were currently co-teaching.
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The survey allowed for a thorough study of all stakeholder perceptions in regard
to the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models/processes. I was very interested in learning the
perceptions of the teachers, particularly the general education teachers. Surveys were sent
out in early February 2022 with a 2-week turnaround. A reminder was sent out to all
participants after 1 week.
I conducted informal (in-person) focus group interviews. Merriam-Webster
(n.d.a) defines focus groups as a research technique used to collect data through a small
group of people allowing them to provide input on what, why, and how questions. The
responses from the focus groups determined what could be expected from a larger
population.
An individual interview was conducted with the director of special education.
Focus group interviews were conducted with the administrators from each of the three
middle schools. Additional focus group interviews were conducted with the general
education teachers and the special education teachers currently involved in co-teaching at
the three middle schools of study. The purpose of the interviews was to expand on the
perceptions of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models and the overall process of coteaching at the middle school level.
Instrumentation
Survey Tool
I used an adapted survey designed by M. Ferraro, a doctoral student in Maryland.
The survey was originally used by Ferraro (2014) to determine ways to improve coteaching at the high school level. Permission to use the survey was granted via the Quia
website. The privacy policy on the website stated that all materials were free and
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available for download and use by any user.
The adapted survey was reviewed by the superintendent, assistant superintendent,
director of special services, and the three administrators of the middle schools in the
district of study before it was applied to the program evaluation participants.
Ferraro (2014) designed and validated a survey that was composed of 24 items to
establish valid data regarding co-teaching. Ferraro’s survey was validated by the principal
of the high school of study (who had strong expertise in co-teaching) as well as a district
administrator. Ferraro originally used these specific survey items to determine which key
individuals were involved in co-teaching, their opinions of co-teaching, and possible
ways to improve co-teaching at the high school level. After revising the survey and
omitting questions, some of Ferraro’s survey questions were used that were specific for a
program evaluation. The Marilyn Friend co-teaching model was added to Ferraro’s
questions in place of the term co-teaching. The final survey for the study consisted of 11
questions.
Interview Data
To conduct the CIPP evaluations, I collected qualitative data in the structure of
interviews. Merriam-Webster (n.d.c) defines interviews as a structured conversation
where one participant asks questions and the other provides answers. The purpose of an
interview is to receive specific answers to specific questions. For the intention of the
CIPP program evaluation, I interviewed the superintendent, director of special services,
three middle school administrators, three middle school assistant principals, 22 general
education teachers, and 11 special education teachers.
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Data Collection and Analysis
Table 1 shows qualitative data that were used to answer the research questions,
the participants involved, and how the data were analyzed. The qualitative data were
collected using informal in-person focus group interviews. Qualitative data were also
collected from the survey (regarding teacher perceptions of co-teaching) sent to the
director of special education, principals, assistant principals, and general education and
special education teachers involved in co-teaching.
Table 1
Alignment Table
CIPP
evaluation

Research question

Tools/
instruments

Method of
analysis

Context

Why is a co-teaching model
needed?

Interviews
Teacher survey

Thematic analysis

Input

How effective is the training for
the Marilyn Friend models?

Interviews
Teacher survey

Thematic analysis

Process

How are the Marilyn Friend
models monitored and
evaluated?

Interviews
Teacher survey

Thematic analysis

Product

How effective are the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models?

Interviews
Teacher survey

Thematic analysis

Qualitative measures were used in order to evaluate the Marilyn Friend coteaching models at the middle school level. Survey data were used to answer the research
questions as well as drive the interviews. Interview response data were coded for
common themes within the CIPP program evaluation.
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Survey Items
Once the electronic survey was sent to all participants, I analyzed the survey data.
The survey included a variety of questions. These included five short answer questions,
one Likert scale question, and five multiple choice questions for a total of 11 survey
questions (see Appendix). All questions required a response. The answers to each survey
question were then displayed in an Excel document (transferred and formulated from the
Google Survey). I organized the survey responses in order to identify common themes
from each of the participant’s responses. The survey questions and alignment to the
research questions are included below.
1. Context: Why is a co-teaching model needed?
Q1: Are you a general education teacher?
Q2: Are you a special education teacher?
Q3: How many years have you co-taught?
2. Input: How effective is the training for the Marilyn Friend co-teaching
models?
Q4: How effective is the training for the Marilyn Friend co-teaching model?
Q5: In response to the above question, what can be done to best meet your
needs regarding the Marilyn Friend co-teaching training?
3. Process: How are the Marilyn Friend models monitored and evaluated?
Q6: What do you believe to be the greatest barriers to co-teaching at your
school? Please check the top THREE barriers.
Q7: Which of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models do you and your coteacher use the most?
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Q8: Based on your response to the above question, why do you use that
particular Marilyn Friend co-teaching model most often?
Q9: How do you monitor the success of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching
models in your classroom?
4. Product: How effective are the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models?
Q10: What is one benefit to the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models for your
current students?
Q11: Other comments about Marilyn Friend strengths, areas of concern, or
requests for information.
Interview Questions
Presented below is the list of questions that were prepared for the special
education director, principals, assistant principals, general education teachers, and special
education teacher focus group interviews. Responses to each of the interview questions
were recorded by my computer and written by hand in order to better analyze the data to
ensure that common themes were identified.
Context
1. What are the goals of co-teaching?
2. What is your perception and the schools of the need and purpose of coteaching?
3. What is your role in the implementation of co-teaching?
Input
4. What training did you experience prior to and during the implementation of
co-teaching?
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Process
5. How does learning look in a co-taught classroom?
6. How is the program monitored? And feedback given?
7. What are some specific strategies that are implemented in a co-taught
classroom?
Product
8. What are the areas for improvement?
9. Describe how co-teaching has impacted the academic achievement of
students.
Summary
This chapter presented the overall purpose of the study, participants included,
methodology, instrumentation, data collection, and analysis approach. I conducted a
qualitative program evaluation of the implementation of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching
models. I determined the success of co-teaching using Stufflebeam’s CIPP model for
evaluation (Social Science Space, 2017). Data were received through district
administration, school administrators, teacher surveys, and interviews to determine
specific themes, barriers, and successes of the program. The data collected evaluated the
success of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models. Results from the study provided the
district of study with information to inform, improve, and sustain co-teaching.
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Chapter 4: Results
Purpose
The purpose of the study was to evaluate the Marilyn Friend co-teaching program
at the middle school level. The four phases of CIPP were used for the program
evaluation. Participants in the study included middle school special education teachers,
middle school general education teachers, middle school principals, middle school
assistant principals, and the special education director. The implementation and
effectiveness of the program were addressed with the following research questions:
1. Context: Why is a co-teaching model needed?
2. Input: How effective is the training for the Marilyn Friend models?
3. Process: How is the Marilyn Friend model monitored and evaluated?
4. Product: How effective are the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models?
The data and analysis from the surveys and interviews are provided. The coteaching surveys provided information on the success of the implementation of the
Marilyn Friend co-teaching models from the viewpoint of middle school general
education teachers and middle school special education teachers. The interview data
provided the perspectives of middle school general education teachers, middle school
special education teachers, middle school administrators, and the special education
director. A qualitative research approach supports an understanding of the
implementation and the success of co-teaching at the middle school level. The chapter is
divided into two sections: co-teaching survey and co-teaching interviews.
Co-Teaching Survey
The anonymous co-teaching survey was sent to all general education and special
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education middle school teachers currently involved in co-teaching during the 2021-2022
school year. A time limit of 2 weeks was given to complete the survey (on the teachers’
own time) with one reminder sent after 1 week.
The co-teaching survey was sent to a total of 31 middle school general education
teachers and special education teachers currently co-teaching; 23 total responses were
returned. Seventeen teachers listed themselves as a general education teacher, and six
listed themselves as special education teachers. Fifty-two percent of teachers stated they
had been teaching longer than 10 years. Thirty-nine percent of teachers stated they had
been teaching between 5 and 10 years. Four percent of teachers had been teaching for less
than 1 year, and another 4% listed themselves as teaching for between 2 and 4 years.
The survey consisted of 11 questions: four multiple choice questions, one Likert
scale question, one check all that apply question, and five open-ended questions. The first
three survey questions provided information regarding participant demographics.
Research Question 1 was not answered through the teacher survey. Research Question 2
was informed by Survey Questions 4 and 5. Research Question 3 was informed by
Survey Questions 6-9. Research Question 4 was informed by Survey Questions 10 and
11.
Research Question 2: How Effective Is the Training for the Marilyn Friend CoTeaching Models?
Survey Question 4 asked teachers how effective is the training for the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models. Table 2 displays the Likert scale responses from the coteaching survey.
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Table 2
Survey Question That Pertains to Research Question 2
Question

Not effective
(1)

Somewhat
effective
(2)

Not sure
(3)

Effective
(4)

Very
effective
(5)

Total

How effective is
the training from
the Marilyn Friend
co-teaching
model?

21.7%
(five
participants)

4.3%
(one
participant)

17.4%
(four
participants)

30.4%
(seven
participants)

26.1%
(six
participants)

23

*Participants that stated the training was not effective did note that they had not received the co-teaching
training

The co-teaching survey data support that the Marilyn Friend co-teaching training
is effective with a total of 13 participants (participants who answered 4 and 5 combined)
in agreement. However, there are things that could be done to improve the training as five
participants stated that the training was not effective, and another five participants were
neutral.
Survey Question 5 was asked as a follow-up short answer question which allowed
teachers to elaborate on their response to Survey Question 4. This question asked teachers
what could be done to best meet their needs with the Marilyn Friend co-teaching training.
I coded each of the responses in order to find common themes. The themes that emerged
from this data were needs were met, the need for visuals and hands-on activities, the need
for the initial Marilyn Friend training, and the need for ongoing training/professional
development on a regular basis.
Several teachers stated that their needs were in fact met during the Marilyn Friend
co-teaching training and they felt that no changes should be made. However, multiple
teachers stated that they would like to see additional visuals being used as well as have a
more hands-on approach training versus only a “sit and get” model. Teachers also felt
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that the training was very long and not very effective because of this. The teachers felt
this could be changed by allowing them to have work time with their co-teacher to
practice the specific models and plan potential lessons.
Through the survey data and the short answer responses, I found that over half of
the participants had not been a part of the initial Marilyn Friend training and therefore
will need to be properly trained. Although not best practice, the teachers who had not had
the official training did state that they had support at their individual schools in order to
provide adequate training for teaching in a co-taught class.
Multiple participants expressed the need for additional and ongoing support in
regard to co-teaching. Teachers explained that they received training several years ago
and since then have not been a part of any training related to co-teaching. Therefore,
teachers stated that they would like a refresher course each year to ensure they are
completing co-teaching with fidelity as well as to receive support.
Research Question 3: How Are the Marilyn Friend Models Monitored and Evaluated?
Survey Question 6 asked teachers their greatest barriers to using the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models. Teachers were asked to choose their top three barriers. Table
three displays the barriers listed by middle school teachers.
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Table 3
Survey Question That Pertains to Research Question 3
Question: What do you believe to be the greatest barriers to using the Marilyn Friend
co-teaching models at your school? Please check the top THREE barriers.
Lack of training

52.2% (12 participants)

Personality clashes

8.7% (two participants)

Limited resources

30.4% (seven participants)

Scheduling issues

73.9% (17 participants)

Reluctance to lose control

8.7% (two participants)

Lack of time

69.6% (16 participants)

Lack of administrative support

8.7% (two participants)

Total

58

Co-teaching survey data support that the teachers feel there are numerous barriers
when implementing the co-teaching model into their classrooms and this does have a
negative effect on the fidelity of the implementation. Teachers rated their top three
barriers when implementing co-teaching: scheduling issues, lack of time, and lack of
initial training/continuous professional development.
Teachers stated that scheduling is their greatest barrier. The number of students
who require co-teaching makes the class size larger or the population of the class consists
mainly of students with IEPs because there may only be one co-taught class offered at
that specific grade level. Teachers also discussed the issues with scheduling affecting
their ability to plan properly with their co-teacher because one or both teachers may have
a class when one teacher is free, and some teachers stated that they do not have access to
a planning period at all.
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The second greatest barrier to co-teaching is lack of time. Teachers stated that
they feel rushed in their co-taught class because the special education teacher only has a
certain amount of time to assist with the lesson. Therefore, they feel as if they are only
“skimming the surface” of the content. Lack of time also consists of planning between
the general education teacher and the special education teacher. No common planning
time often requires both teachers to stay after school in order to work together or
communicate via email, etc.
The third greatest barrier to co-teaching is over half of the various teachers who
are currently a part of a co-taught class have never received the initial training by Marilyn
Friend. The initial training is held in the summer each year (many teachers stated they
were on vacation when the only training was offered). These teachers had a brief training
at their school and then began co-teaching. Other teachers stated they would like to have
ongoing training/professional development so they can ask specific questions and/or get
feedback in order to improve their co-teaching.
Survey Question 7 asked teachers, “Which of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching
models do you and your co-teacher use the most?” Table 4 displays the multiple-choice
responses from the co-teaching survey.
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Table 4
Survey Question That Pertains to Research Question 3
Question: Which of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models do you and your co-teacher
use the most?
One teach, one assist

52.2% (12 participants)

Parallel teaching

8.7% (two participants)

Station teaching

13% (three participants)

Alternative teaching
Team teaching
One teach, one observe
Total

0
17.4% (four participants)
8.7% (two participants)
23

In response to the above question, data from the co-teaching survey support the
use of a variety of Marilyn Friend co-taught methods being used across the three middle
school settings. When looking at the data, it is obvious that teachers are most comfortable
implementing the lowest level of co-teaching by simply having the general education
teacher actually teach the lesson and the special education teacher only assisting as
needed (based on the majority of the responses with the one teach, one assist model).
Survey Question 8 was asked as a follow-up question in regard to why teachers
use a particular co-taught model more than others. I coded each of the responses to find
common themes. The themes that emerged from this data were COVID-19 restrictions,
teacher knowledge in a specific subject, small groupings, and one teach, one assist.
Based on teacher responses, a majority of teachers struggle with co-teaching due
to the numerous COVID-19 restrictions in place (social distancing, teachers are not
allowed to teach in a small group setting, shields must be in place, family model, etc.).
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Due to these restrictions, teachers were unable to use any other model besides one teach,
one assist or one teach, one observe. Teachers stated they know and understand that these
two models are not most effective for all students and they feel something has to change
in order for co-teaching to work effectively moving into the next school year.
Teachers also felt that teacher content knowledge is another major factor in a cotaught classroom. General education teachers stated their co-teacher (special education
certified) does not have an ELA or math background. Therefore, the general education
teacher does not feel it is appropriate for the special education teacher to take on a group
of middle school students to teach a specific standard. This requires the general education
teacher to find time to teach the special education teacher the specific content. Teachers
also do not have a common planning period, so this makes it very difficult and creates
additional work for each teacher.
Many teachers stated that they do feel that station teaching (small group) works
best for their classes. This allows the general education teacher to teach a quick whole
group lesson. The class then breaks into small groups based on ability level where the
general education teacher has a group and the special education teacher has a group.
Specific stations are used for students to work independently in order to get more
personalized instruction for all students. Teachers feel that station teaching has been most
effective for the students in the past and they hope to use this model more moving
forward.
Another theme that was found was the one teach, one assist model. Although it is
one of the lowest levels of co-teaching, many teachers had various reasons for choosing
this model. One teacher stated, “The general education teacher wants to keep control of
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the classroom and keep the class on schedule; therefore, I mainly assist with whatever she
needs me to do.” Another teacher stated that due to the lack of uncommon planning on a
daily or weekly basis, the one teach, one assist model works the best because co-teaching
is in fact very time consuming and this model allows for instruction to continue with little
to no planning on the forefront.
Survey Question 9 asked teachers how they monitor the success of the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models in their classrooms. The short answer responses are discussed
below.
Teachers listed a variety of ways they currently do this. However, the common
theme was based on data. Some general education teachers do this by simply monitoring
student grades, classwork/homework completion, and behavior checklists. Special
education teachers stated they monitor student progress in regard to IEP goals as well as
classroom grades. Both general education and special education teachers stated they use
data from formative and summative assessments as well as district assessment data to
monitor growth and potential regression. One teacher stated, “The special education
teacher and I monitor notes in our groups as well as discuss students' work. This ensures
that we know if what we are doing is working.”
Research Question 4: How Effective Are the Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models?
Survey Question 10 asked teachers to list one benefit of the Marilyn Friend coteaching models for their current students. The short answer responses are discussed
below. Answers for the short answer question varied drastically; however, some common
themes were coded. These included high expectations, small group instruction, and extra
support/attention.
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Many teachers stated they feel that co-teaching offers a level of high expectations
for all students. Teachers feel that the high level of expectations sends a message to all
students that they are capable of completing grade-level assignments. Another theme that
emerged was the use of small group instruction. Teachers feel that small groups allow
students to learn at their own pace and allow for more individualized instruction. The
majority of teachers feel that co-teaching offers extra support and attention for all
students. This was a critical factor for teachers as they feel that students need this more
than anything.
Survey Question 11 asked teachers to list any other comments about the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching model strengths, areas of concern, or requests for information. The
short answer responses are discussed below.
It is important to note that the majority of the answers listed were, “none at this
time.” A few comments stated that teachers really enjoy the co-teaching model and
another stated that teachers really need to be on board with this program and not be told
to participate. A teacher noted, “My co-teacher and I work very well together and we are
meeting our students' needs through the use of co-teaching.” Another teacher stated, “It is
not always easy to do parallel teaching and/or station teaching because not all special
education teachers have the reading or math background for the curriculum.” Another
teacher stated, “I am amazed at some aspects in the curriculum that students with IEPs
understand and enjoy. In reading, they love novels. The students with IEPs love being
inside of the general education classroom with their peers.”
Overall, the co-teaching survey revealed many positives to co-teaching at the
middle school level. General education teachers and special education teachers are
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mainly supportive of the initiative. However, there is additional work to be done in order
to ensure students are most successful and teachers receive the support needed.
Co-Teaching Interviews
Interviews were facilitated with the middle school general education teachers and
special education teachers currently involved in co-teaching (from the three middle
schools in the district of study), principals and assistant principals (from each of the
middle schools), and the district special education director. Each middle school interview
was held separately for a total of three separate teacher interviews. Administrator
interviews were also held separately, so teachers could speak freely about co-teaching
without an administrator in the room. The interviewees were asked to respond to openended questions that were designed around the CIPP evaluation model.
Following is the list of interview questions. Responses to each of the questions
were recorded by the computer or written by hand in order to better analyze the data and
ensure that common themes were identified.
Context
1. What are the goals of co-teaching?
2. What is your perception and the school’s perception of the need and purpose
of co-teaching?
3. What is your role in the implementation of co-teaching?
Input
4. What training did you experience prior to and during the implementation of
co-teaching?
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Process
5. How does learning look in a co-taught classroom?
6. How is the program monitored? And feedback given?
7. What are some specific strategies that are implemented in a co-taught
classroom?
Product
8. What are the areas for improvement?
9. Describe how co-teaching has impacted the academic achievement of
students.
Interview With Middle School 1
I interviewed middle school teachers currently involved in co-teaching to further
gain an understanding of their experience with the implementation. A total of five
teachers participated in the interview (two special education teachers and three general
education teachers) from Middle School 1.
Research Question 1: Why Is a Co-Teaching Model Needed?
Interview Question 1 asked teachers to discuss what the goals of co-teaching are.
The responses from teachers at Middle School 1 are discussed based on common themes.
Teachers responded with very similar answers to one another, showing that the vision of
co-teaching is evident at their school. The most frequent answer was student success and
more one-on-one student assistance. One teacher stated, “Co-teaching is a way for
students with IEPs to be most successful while gaining a newfound confidence.” The
teachers also felt that co-teaching is a way for students to have the type of success they
may not have otherwise. Co-teaching offers support and a sense of security for some
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students who lack confidence. Co-teaching is meant for all.
Interview Question 2 asked teachers, “What is your perception and the school’s
perception of the need and purpose of co-teaching?” At Middle School 1, teachers stated
that they feel the overall perception of co-teaching is accepted: “Teachers generally want
the extra support in their classrooms.” The teachers feel that their administration team
places a strong emphasis on the initiative. It is important to note that co-teaching (at
Middle School 1) started in only one math class at one grade level. Now, there is at least
one co-taught class in reading and math at sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-grade levels.
“Students are constantly asking why am I not in that class so that I can get extra help”
was a statement made by a co-teacher. Students are able to see the benefits. Each teacher
stated they feel supported in co-teaching and they feel that support trickles down to the
students being in favor of a co-taught model.
Interview Question 3 asked teachers, “What is your role in the implementation of
co-teaching?” One teacher stated, “My role is simply to teach with another teacher. We
both provide and monitor instruction for all students.” She feels like it is her job to teach
the content alongside her teacher. The same teacher also stated that she and the coteacher plan together (after school) so they both have an understanding of the lesson.
Another teacher stated that in her classroom, the students work with both teachers and if
one teacher explains a math problem in a way some students do not understand, the coteacher will explain it in a different way: “Our role in the implementation is to teach and
ensure that this model is effective for all students.”
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Research Question 2: How Effective Is the Training for the Marilyn Friend Models?
Interview Question 4 asked teachers about the training they experienced prior to
beginning co-teaching. It is important to note that four of the five teachers at Middle
School 1 received the initial Marilyn Friend co-teaching training.
The teachers who did receive training stated they would like to see the training
geared toward specific grade levels, as they felt middle school teachers needed something
different than elementary or high school teachers. A teacher stated, “it was a rather large
group at the training. I would feel more comfortable with a smaller group so that we as
adults could have more support.”
Research Question 3: How Are the Marilyn Friend Models Monitored and Evaluated?
Interview Question 5 asked teachers how learning should look in a co-taught
classroom. Teachers noted that everyone should be working together. Co-teaching is a
time when everyone should be busy doing something. Small group instruction should
take place. One teacher stated, “there should be no indication of who the general
education teacher is and who is the special education teacher.” Another teacher stated,
“Co-teaching is loud and messy.” Co-teaching allows the teachers to reach more students
based on their academic levels. One teacher stated, “It is all about balance.”
Interview Question 6 asked the teachers to reflect on how they monitor the
progress of co-teaching as well as monitor student progress in a co-taught class. It was
noted that small groups are used the most in order to monitor progress effectively. Small
groups allow the teachers to work with students in a more personalized way. One group
of co-teachers stated that they take time to plan together, and this allows them to also
monitor student progress. It is important to look at multiple pieces of data: “Student
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grades are a major point of data,” stated a teacher. Another teacher stated, “It helps to
continue the co-teaching partnership with the same teacher each year.” This partnership
has allowed both teachers to easily monitor their progress because of the natural
relationship that has developed.
Research Question 4: How Effective Are the Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models?
Interview Question 7 asked teachers to discuss the specific strategies they
implement in a co-taught classroom. It was noted that due to scheduling, co-teaching
unfortunately does end up as one teach, one assist, where the general education teacher
teaches the content and the special education teacher assists as needed. One teacher did
state, “I understand that this is not the most effective model, but due to lack of planning it
is impossible to really co-teach in any other way.” Another stated that she and her coteacher use the station teaching model the most because each teacher can teach a small
group based on their academic levels. The teachers felt like they have not attempted
many of the Marilyn Friend models; they tend to stick with what they know.
Interview Question 8 allowed teachers to discuss how co-teaching can be
improved. Teachers stated their biggest challenge with co-teaching currently is
scheduling/planning. Teachers would like to have a set time for common planning with
their co-teacher so the special education teacher can take on more responsibility for
teaching specific content. One teacher stated that she co-teaches in a reading class and a
math class: “I feel that math lends itself to a co-taught approach; whereas in reading, it is
more difficult to incorporate two teachers.” She also made note that it is important to find
ways to better co-teach in a reading class by providing specific training focused on
reading strategies: “This is another reason why teachers need common planning. We need

84
to work together.”
Interview Question 9 gave teachers the chance to reflect on their successes with
co-teaching. Each co-teacher shared some sort of a success story that allowed them to see
that co-teaching was working. All five teachers stated that the confidence levels have
been a huge success factor with co-teaching at their middle school. A teacher stated,
“Students are now trying things that before co-teaching they would have not tried.” One
teacher noted the progress her students have made on district assessments: “Students'
reading and math scores have grown tremendously throughout the process of coteaching.” Another teacher noted that report card grades, in general, have increased
compared to the beginning of the school year because students are staying in their general
education classrooms and are able to complete the assigned work with support from the
special education teacher.
Interview With Middle School 2
I interviewed a second middle school with the same set of questions. This
interview allowed me to get additional perspectives on co-teaching at another middle
school within the school district of study. A total of three teachers participated in the
interview (two special education teachers and one general education teacher).
Research Question 1: Why Is a Co-Teaching Model Needed?
Interview Question 1 asked, “What are the goals of co-teaching for Middle School
2?” These goals were simple. Teachers believe the goal of co-teaching is to include all
students in the general education classroom. One teacher also stated that co-teaching is
meant to raise expectations for students and gain a new level of confidence: “Co-teaching
is meant to assist students that are close to grade level to receive instruction inside of the
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general education classroom.”
Interview Question 2 asked teachers, “What is your perception and the school’s
perception of the need and purpose of co-teaching?” Both the general education and the
special education teachers stated that they felt co-teaching was needed and definitely saw
the benefits. However, in regard to their entire middle school staff, their perceptions are
not the same. It was noted that the vast majority of teachers at the school do not see the
purpose of co-teaching and are not receptive to another teacher in the classroom.
Teachers believe it is only another initiative to check off the list. One special education
teacher stated, “Once a teacher has a co-taught class for 1 year, the mindset is they do not
want to do it again. They do not want to participate another year.” This in turn makes it
very difficult to create solid co-teaching partnerships. “Moving forward it will be
important that our administrators communicate the benefits of co-teaching so that this can
be done the right way,” stated a teacher.
Interview Question 3 asked teachers about their role in the implementation of coteaching. The one general education teacher who was present stated that she felt like her
main role is to provide the main content instruction, and the special education teachers
stated they feel like their role in co-teaching is to support the general education teacher
while offering additional support to all students. The special education teachers stated
they feel like they should support students in a small group. A special education teacher
stated, “I feel like my role changes depending on which teacher I am co-teaching with.”
Research Question 2: How Effective Is the Training for the Marilyn Friend Models?
Interview Question 4 asked teachers, “What training did you experience prior to
and during the implementation of co-teaching?” Each participant stated that they did
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receive the initial Marilyn Friend co-teaching training. However, that training was several
years ago, and they only remember it being in a large group with very little one-on-one
support or work time. Each teacher in the interview expressed the need for additional
training and support as they want to ensure that their implementation is correct.
Research Question 3: How Are the Marilyn Friend Models Monitored and Evaluated?
Interview Question 5 asked teachers, “What does learning look like in a co-taught
class?” According to the general education teacher, “learning in a co-taught classroom
should balance between both teachers teaching students on a higher level and teaching
students on a lower level.” However, right now, the general education teacher feels as if
she spends the majority of her time with the students performing on a lower level because
the students are not at the point where they are independent enough to complete the
assigned tasks without support. According to another teacher, “Learning should look like
students being taught in various groups on various academic levels so that students are
able to get what they need to be most successful.”
Interview Question 6 asked teachers how they monitor the progress of co-teaching
in their co-taught classes. With the one teach, one assist model being used the most, both
teachers monitor progress mainly through student grades, observations, and notes. This
allows them to see if students are understanding the content. The grades also determine if
the special education teacher should pull a small group of students who may be struggling
with a particular concept.
Research Question 4: How Effective Are the Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models?
Interview Question 7 asked teachers, “What specific strategies are implemented in
a co-taught classroom?” A variety of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models are used at
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Middle School 2. This is not always for the best. The group felt as if they cannot get into
a good routine because they are never with the same co-teacher year after year; therefore,
the model that is used is always different. All teachers in the interview did mention that
they prefer to use the station teaching model where students rotate around the room
through various stations and visit a teacher table twice (the general education teacher
table and the special education teacher table). The two special education teachers feel that
they get “stuck” with only using the one teach, one assist model, which they believe is
not most appropriate for students, especially those who are struggling with the content.
Interview Question 8 asked teachers to discuss the improvements that are needed
to make co-teaching better. The group as a whole was very vocal in regard to what needs
to be improved. Teachers here stated that they felt additional support/training is needed as
well as consistency and common planning to make co-teaching work. The general
education teacher stated, “I would like to have the same co-teacher year after year so that
we can perfect co-teaching.” At the middle school level, teaching core content is difficult;
therefore, having a common planning period would be very beneficial so the special
education teacher could “learn” the content and be confident in their teaching.
Interview Question 9 asked teachers to reflect on how co-teaching has impacted
the academic success of students. Despite the numerous challenges, the teachers were
able to share their successes through co-teaching. One teacher stated that her test scores
increased drastically. Another teacher stated that her success is within the English class:
“Students feel much more confident in the area of reading, and this has not always been
the case.” The general education teacher shared a story of a student who has grown leaps
and bounds because of co-teaching. The special education teachers also shared that
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because of co-teaching, several students have been able to move out of resource support
classes and into a co-taught class. This allows them not only to stay in their classroom for
the entire period, but it shows their growth academically and meeting their IEP goals.
Interview With Middle School 3
A third middle school was interviewed with the same questions. The third
interview allowed me to get another middle school’s perception of co-teaching. A total of
11 teachers participated in the interview (three special education teachers and eight
general education teachers).
Research Question 1: Why Is a Co-Teaching Model Needed?
Interview Question 1 asked teachers what are the goals of co-teaching? The goals
of co-teaching at the third middle school were defined as a way to support all students in
a more inclusive environment as well as a way to prepare students to become more
independent. Teachers also felt that the goal of co-teaching is to assist students with
transitioning from a pull-out special education model to a more inclusive model (which in
middle school is what the students prefer). “Co-teaching is a great way for students to
gain more independence with a gradual release model, which is crucial at the middle
school level,” stated a teacher.
Interview Question 2 asked teachers, “What is your perception and the school’s
perception of the need and purpose of co-teaching?” Overall, teachers at the third middle
school believe that co-teaching is accepted and wanted by all. They feel that their
administration team does a great job of presenting it to faculty so everyone will be on
board. However, the teachers do feel that all subject areas should be included in a cotaught class. One teacher stated,
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Our science and social studies teachers are jealous that they do not have another
teacher and an extra set of hands in their classroom with them as the students in
their classes are the same students in the reading and math co-taught classes.
All teachers at the middle school would like the opportunity to have access to a co-taught
class.
Interview Question 3 asked teachers about their role in the implementation of coteaching. The middle school general education teachers felt that their role in the
implementation of co-teaching is to teach the main content of each lesson. One of the
special education teachers stated that she does spend a lot of time assisting one-on-one
and providing specific accommodations. It was noted that the majority of the special
education teachers do not have a background specifically in the areas of reading and
math; therefore, it is difficult for them to be responsible for teaching subject-specific
content. One of the special education teachers stated, “I feel it is my role to support the
general education teacher with all aspects of the classroom.” Each teacher did feel that it
is their responsibility to support all students in the general education classroom. All
teachers also agreed that it is important for students to realize there are two teachers in
the room (it should not be obvious that one teacher is a general education teacher while
the other is a special education teacher).
Research Question 2: How Effective Is the Training for the Marilyn Friend Models?
Interview Question 4 asked teachers, “What training did you experience prior to
and during the implementation of co-teaching?” Half of the interviewees stated they
received the initial Marilyn Friend co-teaching training, and the other half have never
received the training but are currently co-teaching. The teachers who had been a part of
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the training program stated that although it was several years back, they were pleased
with the information they received. However, they did express the concerns of so many
people in one training session and the little time for one-on-one support. All the teachers
expressed the desire for additional training.
Research Question 3: How Are the Marilyn Friend Models Monitored and Evaluated?
Interview Question 5 asked what learning should look like in a co-taught
classroom? One general education teacher responded, “You should see lots of students’
light bulbs going off to the point where you can see that confidence coming out like never
before.” Students can also be seen working independently or in small groups because
they are now at a point in their learning where they can handle that level of instruction.
Another teacher stated,
My classroom looks like three classrooms in one because you can see the various
levels of differentiation being taught for all students. It can get messy, but
everyone is learning at their own pace and doing their own thing, and at the end of
the day that is what it is all about.
Interview Question 6 asked, “How is the program monitored and how is feedback
given?” Teachers at Middle School 3 monitor co-teaching mainly through observations,
grades, daily notes, and student IEPs. One of the general education teachers stated, “My
co-teacher and I talk daily after the co-taught class about the groups we worked with and
where we are going next.” This allows the teachers to plan and monitor their instruction
on a daily basis. It was noted that the special education teachers have a lot of “say so”
with this because of assessing and referring to student IEP goal progress.
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Research Question 4: How Effective Are the Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models?
Interview Question 7 asked teachers about the specific strategies that are
implemented in a co-taught classroom. It was noted that the Marilyn Friend model one
teach, one assist is currently used the most due to the COVID-19 restrictions in place.
This is where the general education teacher spends the majority of the class period
teaching the lesson and the special education teacher assists with repeating directions or
simply assisting students and the teacher. However, the middle school teachers do feel
that station teaching is on the rise now. Teachers do feel that the station teaching model is
most effective. This allows both teachers in the room to see every student in order to
better monitor their academic progress. A general education teacher stated, “Before
COVID-19 my entire co-teaching experience has been with station teaching, and going
back to that model will make a huge difference. Station teaching allows for growth and
support.”
Interview Question 8 asked teachers about specific improvements that could be
implemented in regard to co-teaching. The teachers stated that currently, their classroom
numbers are much larger than normal because it is a co-taught class. One teacher stated,
“I feel that we need more of a balance of students in the co-taught classroom. Currently, I
have a total of 29 students in one of my classes and 12 of those students have an IEP.”
The teachers currently feel as if they are teaching in a self-contained classroom because
of the various needs and the levels of support needed. Teachers feel they are leaving their
students at or above grade level behind. They do not feel like they can assist every
student. Several teachers discussed the need for having time to work with their co-teacher
to test out each of the Marilyn Friend models to get a better understanding of the model
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and if they both felt it would work well. Another co-teacher stated that it would be
beneficial to have examples of each of the Marilyn Friend models being taught in middle
school classrooms for the teachers to review.
Interview Question 9 asked teachers to describe how co-teaching has impacted the
academic achievement of students. “This is the first time that I was able to read my test
independently” was a statement made by one of the general education teachers as she
explained a story of a student with an IEP who had struggled for so long and was finally
about to complete a task independently in a co-taught class. The general education
teachers feel that co-teaching has increased the levels of confidence in all students which
in turn has an effect on their achievement. The teachers also felt that co-teaching has
allowed them to build better relationships with their students.
Interview With Middle School Administrators
Middle school administrators from each of the three middle schools in the district
of study were interviewed in order to gain an understanding of the co-teaching
perspective from a middle school administrator standpoint. There was a total of five
administrators in the interview (three principals and two assistant principals). The
administrators were asked the same nine questions as the teachers, which did allow for
further clarification of some of the teacher responses. I again took each question and
found common themes to each answer.
Research Question 1: Why Is a Co-Teaching Model Needed?
Interview Question 1 asked administrators, “What are the goals of co-teaching?”
Each administrator had a very similar answer, and it was obvious that they each had a
clear understanding of the goals and purpose of co-teaching. They stated that co-teaching

93
offers another level of support for students with IEPs. This model serves students in the
general education classroom without students missing core content. One administrator
stated that co-teaching “is a stepping stone and students' ticket from being dismissed from
special education services.”
Interview Question 2 asked, “What is your perception and the school’s perception
of the need and purpose of co-teaching?” There were various responses, as each middle
school is currently in a different place with the implementation of co-teaching. The
administrator at Middle School 1 stated,
Overall, I feel that the teachers here are in favor of the model and appreciate the
additional support. Having an extra teacher in the classroom to help is huge. Our
teachers understand that the special education teacher is there to help. The
relationship between the two teachers is very important and I feel it is important
to note that we have gotten push back from co-teaching in that sense.
The administrators at Middle School 2 and Middle School 3 did have similarities
in regard to their responses. Each administrator stated that they do feel as if their teachers
are on board with co-teaching. However, each school does have a different type of
pushback. The administrator at Middle School 2 stated that they need to focus on
ensuring that the right general education teachers are on board. The administrator at
Middle School 3 stated that they have been working to implement co-teaching with
fidelity and because of this work, they feel their teachers are receptive to the concept.
Middle School 3 focused on implementing co-teaching in one grade level at a time (this
included all reading and math classes at that grade level) before moving to another grade
level. The administrators feel that their school needs continuous professional
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development in co-teaching in order to keep the momentum going.
Interview Question 3 asked administrators about their role in the implementation
of co-teaching? “Being the person to make it all happen” was the common theme in
regard to an administrator’s role in co-teaching. Each middle school administrator felt
that their role was to support co-teaching and to present it in a positive way to their
faculty. If co-teaching is not being done correctly, it is up to the administrators to
implement a quick plan of action to ensure things go well. As an administrator, it is
important to ensure that the master schedule allows for co-teaching. “If you want things
to happen then you have to set things up for success,” stated an administrator. The
administrators stated that they each take the time to schedule each student individually
(with an IEP) to ensure their schedule works with a co-taught class. The administrators
also stated the importance of an open line of communication throughout the co-teaching
process: “I want teachers to come talk and we will solve the problems together. Guiding
and answering questions is a big part of my role.” Overall, each administrator felt that if
teachers see their administration team as an advocate for co-teaching, this sets the tone.
“We have to show teachers and students that we are on their side. Co-teaching is a
learning process, but we will do whatever we can to make the co-taught classes
successful,” stated an administrator.
Research Question 2: How Effective Is the Training for the Marilyn Friend CoTeaching Models?
Interview Question 4 asked the administrators about the training they experienced
prior to and during the implementation of co-teaching? It was noted that only two of the
assistant principals have been a part of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching training. Not one
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principal had been a part of the co-teaching training, but each did express the desire to be
a part of this to ensure they are leading their staff in the right direction.
Research Question 3: How are the Marilyn Friend Models Monitored and Evaluated?
Interview Question 5 asked administrators, “What does learning look like in a cotaught classroom?” It was noted that administrators are in and out of all classrooms on a
daily basis completing various observations. Therefore, when asked what learning should
look like in a co-taught classroom, each administrator was quick to answer with the same
few words: active teaching from both teachers. The administrator at Middle School 1
stated, “I am looking to see both teachers actively involved with students. Small group
instruction is a must for me.” Both teachers have an important role. The general
education teacher and the special education teacher should serve ALL students
(regardless if the student has an IEP). The administrator at Middle School 3 stated, “I
should not know which teacher is the general education teacher and which is the special
education teacher. It should be a true partnership.” Each administrator knew what they
were looking for in a co-taught class, which in turn creates a successful co-taught
classroom.
Interview Question 6 asked, “How is the co-teaching program monitored? And
feedback given?” It was noted that the three middle schools across the district monitor
co-teaching in the same ways. “This is where truly knowing your students and their
ability assists with the implementation of co-teaching,” stated an administrator. During
grade-level planning meetings, the administrators look at various data points based on
student performance. One administrator noted that she sits in on each of the students’ IEP
meetings and this helps her to know what is working and what is not. It is important to
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note that any decision made in regard to co-teaching is based on multiple pieces of data.
The administrators stated that co-teaching is monitored by student grades in the co-taught
class, teacher observations/notes, iReady reading and math (district-wide reading and
math instructional online program) performance data, and student IEPs.
Research Question 4: How Effective Are the Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models?
Interview Question 7 asked, “What are some specific strategies that are
implemented in a co-taught classroom?” Of the six Marilyn Friend co-teaching models,
each middle school administrator only sees two of the models: one teach, one assist and
station teaching. One administrator elaborated by saying, “The one teach, one assist
model is typically used at the beginning of the lesson and then the teachers move to a
more hands-on co-taught model.” This is where the special education teacher helps the
general education teacher with explaining the overview of the lesson and possibly assists
and gives instruction for the remainder of the class. Station teaching is the model used
after the whole group lesson. This model allows for both teachers to teach students in a
small group. Here, students rotate around the room to complete work on their level. Each
of the middle school administrators felt that station teaching was the most effective
because of the individualized instruction.
Interview Question 8 asked, “What are areas for improvements?” In regard to
improving co-teaching, each administrator had different things they felt would improve
the overall effectiveness of co-teaching, but they had one overall improvement in
common and that was scheduling. “Scheduling is very hard at the middle school level
with so many different classes,” stated an administrator. One administrator pointed out
one thing related to math co-teaching and one thing related to reading co-teaching that
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should be improved. In math co-teaching, teachers seem to have more experience with
co-teaching, but special education teachers still need to learn the content. Co-teaching in
reading classes is much more difficult. Therefore, it is important to support both teachers
by providing more professional development sessions and examples for teachers to
follow.
Another administrator stated,
Co-planning is an area that needs improvement. Our schedule has not allowed that
to happen yet. Therefore, I want to work on getting coverage for teachers that
need it. I want the general education teacher and the special education teacher to
have time to work together and write lesson plans.
Another administrator felt that in his building, the main improvements are doing a better
job of getting the right teachers partnered up and proper training:
We have several bad fits this year which in turn causes co-teaching to not benefit
anyone. Training is something that we also need. Right now, we have several
teachers that have not received any training and some that have not had training in
several years.
A third administrator stated that he feels training would be a great improvement: “I feel
like we need to offer the training just before school starts so that the general education
teacher can attend the training with their special education teacher. This is something that
we need every year.”
Interview Question 9 asked the administrators to describe how co-teaching has
impacted the academic achievement of students. Each administrator was able to share
various success stories, but the common theme went back to growth academically for
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students with IEPs as well as confidence. “Failure rates here are really low,” stated an
administrator. District iReady testing data have shown a lot of growth for many students.
One administrator stated that the general education students have really helped students
with IEPs: “They want to see them succeed.” The administrators feel that overall, coteaching has a way of holding students more accountable and forces students to work
harder. Another administrator stated, “Co-teaching has given our middle school teachers
the freedom to try different things. It has also pushed our teachers to teach more in small
groups, and they realize it is not just for elementary.”
Interview With the Special Education Director
A final interview was conducted with the special education director in order to
gain an understanding of why a co-teaching model was selected for the district as well as
to understand her perception of co-teaching at the middle school level from a district
standpoint. The director was also asked the same nine questions as the middle school
teachers and administrators.
Research Question 1: Why Is a Co-Teaching Model Needed?
Interview Question 1 asked the director, “What are the goals of co-teaching?” She
stated that she brought co-teaching to the district in the summer of 2017 as a way to
increase access to general education for all students (this includes students with IEPs).
Co-teaching is a way to support students in their general classroom environment. “The
more access students have to their assigned grade-level curriculum, the higher the
performance,” stated the director. Co-teaching is a way to expand the continuum of
services.
Interview Question 2 asked, “What is the overall perception and the need and
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purpose of co-teaching throughout the district?” The director felt that as a district, the
perception of co-teaching is wanted, but work is still needed to understand what
implementation with fidelity should look like: “I think that overall, everyone understands
that this model benefits all students and creates inclusive environments.” It is important
to note that there are “pockets” of educators who do require additional training to better
understand the true purpose of co-teaching.
Interview Question 3 asked the director about her role in the implementation of
co-teaching? She explained that her role changes depending on the specific need of
teachers participating in co-teaching. However, her first job is to assist everyone
throughout the district with their understanding of co-teaching. The director stated, “This
is something that you do by first getting the district leadership team on board and
showing the benefits of co-teaching.” Once that has happened, it is important to meet
with all principals and explain co-teaching to them. “I also have the job of presenting coteaching to teachers,” stated the director. The director noted that in order to get buy-in,
she had several teachers model co-teaching, which allowed it to spread. The director also
has the responsibility to ensure that everyone is trained: “As a district, we are now to the
point where I am mainly inspecting what I expect.” It is important that the director is
hands-on; she tries to visit each co-taught classroom throughout the school year to
monitor as well as give feedback.
Research Question 2: How Effective Is the Training for the Marilyn Friend CoTeaching Models?
Interview Question 4 asked the director about the training she experienced prior to
and during the implementation of co-teaching? The director stated that prior to the district
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implementation of co-teaching, she researched co-teaching and then worked one-on-one
with Marilyn Friend. She also sat in on numerous trainings that Marilyn Friend was
conducting for other school districts across the country. The director has gone through the
same Marilyn Friend training that all teachers are required to take prior to their coteaching implementation. It was noted that the director also completes the training again
each summer with newly trained staff.
Research Question 3: How Are the Marilyn Friend Models Monitored and Evaluated?
Interview Question 5 asked the director, “What does learning look like in a cotaught classroom?” The director had a very similar answer to that of the administrators.
She stated, “When I go into a co-taught classroom, I should not be able to tell who the
Special Education teacher is. I want to see everyone engaged.” It is important that both
teachers are working to provide instruction in various ways. The director noted that the
chosen Marilyn Friend model should be obvious. However, the one teach, one assist
model should be used sparingly. It is important that good teaching is taking place in the
co-taught classroom.
Interview Question 6 asked, “How is the co-teaching program monitored? And
feedback given?” The director noted that co-teaching is monitored at each individual
school, and she reviews their data: “Administrators should be in the classrooms
completing observations in order to monitor the co-teaching program at their school.” It
is important that teachers look at multiple pieces of individual student data in order to
inspect the progress and make changes when necessary.
Research Question 4: How Effective Are the Marilyn Friend Co-Teaching Models?
Interview Question 7 asked, “What are some specific strategies that are
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implemented in a co-taught classroom?” The director noted that there should be various
strategies being used in a co-taught classroom with an extra set of hands: “We should be
getting more bang for our buck during this time.” There should be a great amount of
station teaching, small group instruction, and one-on-one support taking place. Teachers
should utilize the majority of the Marilyn Friend models. The special education teacher
should be able to give specific academic support and guide students to achieve their
goals. “This is not time for the SPED teacher to help with clerical tasks. This is prime
instruction,” stated the director.
Interview Question 8 asked, “What are areas for improvements?” The director
stated, “There are always ways to improve. COVID-19 definitely threw us a curveball.
We are essentially starting over with co-teaching which is a huge challenge.” The director
noted that it will be more important than ever to work to build capacity as co-teaching is
not going anywhere: “It is a part of our culture.” Specific ways the district can improve is
focusing on more collaboration between the special education teachers and the general
education teachers as well as providing co-teaching when necessary.
Interview Question 9 asked the director to describe how co-teaching has impacted
the academic achievement of students. The director was able to share multiple success
stories and pieces of data. Students across the district are now being exposed to gradelevel curriculum, some of whom have never had this type of exposure before. South
Carolina state test scores have grown (in the subgroup category) in the areas of reading
and math. Compared to test scores from last school year in Grades 3-8, both the district
and state levels show an overall increase of students with disabilities meeting or
exceeding expectations. The number of students who are considered to be in their least
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restrictive environment (the general education classroom) 80% or more of the day has
increased in total. It was also noted that the total number of students with IEPs graduating
with high school diplomas has increased dramatically (since the implementation of coteaching). “There truly is no bad data with co-teaching. We are fortunate to have so many
success stories within the district,” stated the director.
Summary
Qualitative measures were used to evaluate the Marilyn Friend co-teaching
program through a co-teaching survey and interviews with middle school general
education and special education teachers as well as middle school administrators and the
director of special services. After analyzing the data from the survey and interviews, the
following common perspectives were determined:
•

Teachers, building-level administrators, and the director of special services
understood the goals of co-teaching. Co-teaching is designed for all students
to get high-quality instruction from two certified teachers in one core subject
classroom. Co-teaching allows for more access to support for all students. Coteaching is meant for all.

•

The overall perception of co-teaching is accepted throughout the district
because of a shared vision. Co-teaching is wanted at all middle schools and
viewed as a way to support all students.

•

The role of implementation for every person involved in the co-teaching
process is different. However, the ultimate role of each person is to lead and
provide co-teaching services (as teachers, administrators, and the director of
special services) as well as monitor student progress to make the best-

103
informed educational decisions.
•

The majority of the participants did complete the Marilyn Friend initial
training. Although the training was found to be effective, there is a strong
need for additional co-teaching training/support for all teachers and
administrators based on specific topics. These topics include strategies in a cotaught reading class, modeling and time to practice each Marilyn Friend
model, ways to schedule, and ways to provide common planning.

•

Learning in a co-taught classroom should look like two teachers teaching with
lots of high energy. The general education and the special education teachers
should not be able to be identified. All participants noted that there should be
constant engagement through small group instruction/station teaching where
both teachers are able to see all students based on their individual levels.

•

The Marilyn Friend co-teaching models are monitored in a variety of ways.
These include student grades, teacher observations, district and state testing
data, IEP goals, parent/student input, etc.

•

Specific strategies that are used in the co-taught classroom most often are
station teaching as well as one teach, one assist. Additional strategies include
modeling, chunking, collaboration, small groups, and individualized learning.

•

Teachers, principals, and the director of special services believe that the coteaching program needs improvement in regard to the initial training offered,
professional development/coaching throughout implementation, scheduling,
and co-planning to make the program most effective.

•

Academic achievement for students in a co-taught class was noted by all
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participants. Through the use of co-teaching, students have gained confidence
and independence, improved grades/test scores, met various goals, and been
dismissed from special education programs.

105
Chapter 5: Discussion
Overview
Co-teaching is on the rise in schools, as many school districts across the United
States are implementing a co-teaching model at all grade levels. Friend et al. (2015)
defined co-teaching as two certified teachers (a general education and a special education
teacher) who have their own background areas of knowledge and they bring this
knowledge together in order to teach students in the same classroom on various levels.
Co-teaching promotes the inclusion of students with disabilities into general
education classrooms with their same-age peers to be exposed to grade-level curriculum
in the least restrictive environment. It is important to highlight that co-teaching is the
most popular model that assists students with disabilities (Cooke & McDuffie-Landrum,
2020). It is based on co-planning, co-instructing, co-assessing, and co-managing the same
classroom in order to provide quality instruction for all students.
This study sought to evaluate the implementation of the Marilyn Friend coteaching program using Stufflebeam’s CIPP program evaluation model (Social Science
Space, 2017). The CIPP program evaluation assessment model was designated for use in
this study because of its ability to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the
implementation and sustainability of a program. Perceptions from district administration,
middle school general education teachers, middle school special education teachers,
middle school principals, and middle school assistant principals were captured using
personal interviews and a co-teaching survey for teachers currently involved in coteaching. The data collected were provided to the district of study to assist with informed
decisions as well as the direction and implications for the future of the Marilyn Friend co-
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teaching program at the middle school level.
Restatement of the Problem
With co-teaching on the rise as well as the number of students being identified
with disabilities, it is necessary for school districts to evaluate and identify the best
strategies for successful development and implementation.
Currently, there is a lack of effective co-teaching between general education
teachers and special education teachers at the middle school level, creating a gap in the
delivery of co-teaching instruction across the district of study. Although teachers
involved in the co-teaching process have been trained in the Marilyn Friend co-teaching
models and the processes, there is a lack of know-how and preparedness for general
education teachers and special education teachers. “This is a cause for concern, mainly
because teacher preparedness is identified as one of the essential factors required for the
success of co-teaching” (Chitiyo & Brenda, 2018, p. 41). The lack of preparedness in turn
shows a low sense of self-efficacy and creates a major problem within the delivery of coteaching.
The purpose of the study was to evaluate the implementation of co-teaching at the
middle school level using the CIPP model evaluation to inform the school district of
study effective strategies they can apply to ensure the success of the co-teaching program.
After the COVID-19 pandemic, middle schools reintroduced co-teaching during the
2021-2022 school year. I sought to analyze the perceptions of co-teaching from district
personnel, middle school principals/assistant principals, middle school general education
teachers, and middle school special education teachers as well as the overall effectiveness
of the co-teaching program. The study used a qualitative approach using a co-teaching
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survey for middle school teachers. I also used interview data from middle school
administrators, middle school general education teachers, and special education teachers.
Summary of Findings
Chapter 4 provided data analysis that responds to the research questions aligned to
the CIPP program evaluation. Using qualitative co-teaching interviews with district
administration, middle school principals/assistant principals, middle school general
education teachers, and middle school special education teachers, I was able to examine
personal perceptions of the implementation of co-teaching. Additionally, I used a coteaching teacher survey (completed only by middle school general education and special
education teachers currently involved in co-teaching) to analyze their perspectives as well
as specific information pertaining to co-teaching. Common themes and data gained from
the interviews and survey were summarized in Chapter 4.
Context Evaluation
The context evaluation is known as the planning phase within the cycle. Here, the
needs and goals of the organization are put into place, and the ability to meet those goals
is identified. The context evaluation intentionally assesses problems, assets, and
opportunities (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). A co-teaching survey and personal
interviews were used to measure the context and answered Research Question 1, “Why is
a co-teaching model needed?”
According to the middle school general education and special education teacher
interviews, as well as administrator interviews, co-teaching is needed to support students
with disabilities who are typically very close to performing on grade level. These students
may only need additional support from a special education teacher within the general
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education classroom. At the middle school level, it is more difficult to pull students out of
their general education classroom to receive additional academic support because of the
amount of general education work that is missed during that time. All interviewees
discussed the importance of students with IEPs being exposed to grade-level curriculum
in order to receive a high school diploma. Further, both teachers and administration teams
highlighted the acceptance and appreciation of various students' needs through the coteaching experience.
With regard to why a co-teaching model is needed, two of three middle schools
felt their staff understands the needs and purpose of co-teaching. Middle school general
education teachers generally want additional support from a special education teacher in
their classroom. This extra support allows the general education teacher to break the class
into small groups based on academic levels. These small groups create a way to provide
more personalized instruction. Middle school special education teachers feel that coteaching allows students with disabilities more time in general education and the chance
at a “normal” middle school experience. One middle school expressed the desire for
additional co-taught classes in all grade levels so they could target more students.
The middle school that did not feel as if a co-teaching model was truly needed
was due to the teachers’ overall perceptions of co-teaching. It was noted that co-teaching
is seen more as a burden with lots of additional work. Teachers felt that the benefits were
not expressed to them and that this was just another “box to check off of the to-do list.”
Teachers also felt that they were not prepared and did not feel that they had the adequate
knowledge to teach in a co-taught class, showing a strong lack of efficacy.
Literature supports that co-teaching is a well-known service delivery option that is

109
needed for providing services to students with disabilities inside of a general education
classroom with general education students. Colson et al. (2021) wrote that many schools
across the country have implemented co-teaching as a way to meet the needs of diverse
learners in the general education classroom.
McManis’s (2017) research has shown that both students with and without
disabilities truly learn more by being in the general education classroom. Research has
shown over the past few years that students with disabilities and without disabilities have
great academic gains in all subject areas based on standardized testing growth.
Teachers play a major role in student achievement. As schools, curricula, and
students constantly grow and change, educators continue to determine the best ways to
teach students with disabilities. As more students with disabilities now learn alongside
general education students, teachers continue to discover how to include these students in
their classrooms through the use of co-teaching and the implementation of the various coteaching models.
Input Evaluation
The input evaluation is the second phase of the CIPP assessment. Input measures
the success of strategies necessary for achieving the identified needs and goals of an
organization. The problem is specifically defined, and restructuring begins. The inputs
are important resources that must meet the needs that were outlined in the context phase
(Warju, 2016). The input evaluation was assessed through a co-teaching teacher survey
and interviews with teachers and administrators at three middle schools. Research
Question 2 was answered, “How effective is the training for the Marilyn Friend models?”
Through multiple interviews with teachers and administrators, there is a strong
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need for additional training focusing on the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models. Middle
school teachers highlighted that the initial training was in fact effective; however, 2 days
of training was not enough. Teachers felt that first and foremost the overall training size
should be condensed to a smaller size by levels. There should be elementary school
training, middle school training, and high school training instead of all levels in one
conference room. Teachers also feel that it is necessary to have a “refresher” training
each school year. This training would allow teachers to ask specific questions regarding
co-teaching and possibly practice some of the Marilyn Friend models before the
implementation with students.
Additionally, principals stated that they had never been trained in co-teaching
(only the assistant principals). Principals felt the training was necessary so they could
ensure the success of the co-teaching initiative within their buildings. One middle school
principal stated, “It is difficult to expect something [in regard to co-teaching] from
teachers in my building that I personally do not know a lot about myself.”
School districts across the United States are now under great pressure to design
in-service training that allows teachers to build their self-efficacy in regard to new
initiatives before their full implementation. Teacher efficacy is known as “a teacher’s
belief in their ability to assist in students’ learning” (Protheroe, 2008, p. 42).
Teachers can build their self-efficacy by observing other teachers and
implementing strategies they see that work as well as getting feedback from other
teachers (Protheroe, 2008).
Teacher preparedness and high self-efficacy in co-teaching may be seen in
numerous ways such as “confidence in using co-teaching, an understanding of the job
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responsibilities involved, knowledge of the different co-teaching formats, and knowledge
of when and how to implement the different co-teaching formats” (Chitiyo & Brinda,
2018, p. 41). Sometimes, one teacher’s teaching style can support certain students, but the
second teacher’s teaching style can support other students who may require further
support.
A Georgia study showed that 12 teachers at four different middle schools rated
with a low sense of self-efficacy and how that affected their overall management in their
classrooms. The data showed several common themes between building relationships,
being flexible, conveying expectations, and making a difference. Most of the middle
school teachers were confident when describing their self-efficacy levels based on each
of the four themes. However, some teachers stated they were planning on leaving the
profession (at the end of the school year) due to an overall low sense of self-efficacy that
affected their overall classroom performance. Current and former middle school teachers
agreed that by having a level of confidence in their classroom, they were able to focus on
the success of all students. These teachers were able to focus more on being personable,
understanding, positive, and more willing to listen to their students (McCain, 2017).
Multiple studies have shown that teachers with a high self-efficacy in relation to
their teaching ability and content produce greater student achievement in a variety of
subject areas. For example, Bray-Clark and Bates (2003) found that students in a high
school computer class with a teacher who had high self-efficacy (based on a survey at the
beginning of the school year) for computer instruction performed better academically on
the end-of-course assessment. This was in comparison to students in another computer
class being taught the same content by a teacher who rated themselves with a low sense
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of self-efficacy (Bray-Clark & Bates, 2003).
It is no secret that in-service training has the ability to enhance teacher
effectiveness in the classroom. Ongoing in-service training for teachers aids in building
teacher self-efficacy. High levels of self-efficacy can increase the willingness of teachers
to learn and transfer skills during in-service training, especially in regard to new
initiatives. Research from Gist (1986) showed that teachers with high levels of efficacy
tend to perform better during in-service training opportunities. Therefore, it is crucial that
teacher training is designed to improve the overall teacher knowledge that will in turn
enhance student outcomes.
Like all new initiatives, it is important to ensure that the staff involved have the
proper training. Access to professional development centered around co-teaching
practices is important in education. This is particularly important for general education
teachers who are teaching students with disabilities. “The common theme found across
the literature was a need for teacher training for individuals involved in co-teaching”
(Rexroat-Frazier & Chamberlain, 2018, p. 174). Professional development should be
provided to specific groups for specific purposes related to co-teaching. All teachers
involved in co-teaching should attend some type of co-teaching training together.
A study in the northeastern part of the United States showed the importance of coteaching training. The results from the study showed the need for teacher preparedness
before beginning the co-teaching process. The questionnaire given to middle school
teachers revealed that not all teachers were trained; consequently, they required
additional support throughout the duration of co-teaching. Teachers stated that they were
unable to effectively implement co-teaching and felt that their scores did not show any
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improvements due to the lack of training (Chitiyo & Brinda, 2018).
“There is a definite need for teachers to be supported in implementing an
inclusive classroom” (McManis, 2017, p. 3). Teachers must feel that they are
knowledgeable and confident to teach students with disabilities. This happens through
proper training, practice, and modeling.
Process Evaluation
The process evaluation provides the measurement of the effectiveness of the
actual program and identifies whether the strategies and resources are achieving desired
results. The process phase is related to the program development and the implementation.
One of the main components of this phase is looking at how well each process is serving
the context and whether all parts are operating well together. Stufflebeam noted that this
is where the program is fully developed and executed (Social Science Space, 2017). The
process phase is especially valuable for providing information and encouraging
relationships between all stakeholders and evaluators. The formative evaluation for this
step includes guidance for implementing the plan. The summative evaluation includes the
money used, how it is utilized, a differentiation of the design, and the confirmed work
(Fitzpatrick, 2021).
I facilitated interviews with district administration, middle school administrators,
middle school general education teachers, and special education teachers. A co-teaching
survey for current middle school co-teachers also allowed me to analyze the process
evaluation and answer Research Question 3, “How is the Marilyn Friend model
monitored and evaluated?”
Data from the co-teaching survey revealed that teachers monitor the success of
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co-teaching in a variety of ways to ensure continuous success of co-teaching. However,
the common theme was based on data that included monitoring student grades,
classwork/homework completion, monitoring behavior checklists, and progress towards
IEP goals.
In regard to district interviews, teachers and administrators indicated the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching program is ultimately monitored and evaluated by student data
because their performance drives the overall success of the program. However, there are
multiple factors that contribute to monitoring and evaluating the program. These include
small group teaching, student grades in the co-taught class, teacher observations/notes,
iReady reading and math (district-wide computer program) performance data, and student
IEPs.
The special education director noted that co-teaching is monitored at each
individual school, and she reviews their data: “Administrators should be in the
classrooms completing observations in order to monitor the co-teaching program at their
school.” It is important that teachers look at multiple pieces of individual student data in
order to inspect the progress and make changes when necessary.
Recommendations for the best practices and monitoring in co-teaching are
widespread throughout the research. According to Friend (2008), there are five main
components for co-teaching to be the most successful: teacher preparation, participating
(by choice), planning, scheduling, and principal/district support. Some best practices for
schools incorporating inclusion are to simply focus on all students learning together; give
teachers frequent assistance and support; focus on all students’ abilities, not their
disabilities; honor the needs of all students; and most importantly, celebrate the unique
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diversity (Lathan, 2019).
Successful monitoring and implementation of co-teaching can be seen in
numerous studies across the nation. Think Inclusive (1970) studied and reported on the
progress of students with disabilities in general education classrooms over the course of a
2-year time span. Data revealed that 47% of students with disabilities who were included
in the general education classroom made significant progress in the area of math. This
was in comparison to the 34% in self-contained classes. The study also found that typical
general education peers made higher gains in math when students with disabilities were
in the general education classroom. Based on multiple other observations, Lathan (2019)
found that the extra help and additional support in these classes created positive gains for
all students in the class, regardless of ability level.
A 2020 New Jersey research study focused on monitoring the effectiveness of six
co-teaching models (based on Marilyn Friend) and how those can affect the behaviors/
classroom disruptions of second-grade students in a co-taught classroom. Over an 8-week
period, 10 students with disabilities were selected to participate in the study. Research
was obtained through the use of observation notes, journals, and student behavior charts.
The data revealed that the one teach, one assist model and the team teaching model were
the least effective, as these models reported the most classroom disruptions. However, the
remainder of the co-teaching models had fewer classroom disruptions, and more content
was covered throughout the duration of the lessons. The co-teaching models with fewer
classroom disruptions are station teaching, alternative teaching, parallel teaching, and one
teach, one observe (Maxwell, 2020).
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Product Evaluation
The final aspect of the CIPP assessment cycle is the product evaluation. The
product evaluation assists in determining the overall effectiveness of a program. This is
considered a review phase where the intended goals are assessed. The product phase
focuses on the “bigger picture” related to the program's performance and goals. The
question that seeks to be answered in this phase is, “Have the goals been met?”
Fitzpatrick (2021) stated that there are areas that should also be examined. These include
if the program is sustainable in terms of context, inputs, and processes. This part of the
program evaluation answered Research Question 4, “How effective are the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models?” I used the co-teaching teacher survey as well as focus-group
interviews to define the effectiveness of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching program.
Teachers currently involved in co-teaching listed on the co-teaching survey that
co-teaching is very effective for all students, as it offers a level of high expectations.
Teachers feel that the high level of expectations sends a message to all students that they
are capable of completing grade-level assignments. Teachers feel that the “push” for
small groups throughout co-teaching allows students to learn at their own pace and
allows for more individualized instruction. Small groups also allow for more one-on-one
learning. The majority of teachers feel that co-teaching offers extra support and attention
for all students, which makes co-teaching very effective.
Effective co-teaching was noted at each of the three middle schools of study.
Middle school teachers and administrators were able to share numerous success stories of
student progress because of the effective implementation of co-teaching in sixth, seventh
and eighth grades. Each administrator was able to share various success stories, but the
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common theme went back to growth academically for students with IEPs as well as a
boost in their levels of confidence.
“Students are now trying things that before co-teaching they would have not
tried,” stated a middle school general education teacher. Another teacher noted that report
card grades, in general, have increased compared to the beginning of the school year
because students are staying in their general education classrooms and are able to
complete the assigned work with support from the special education teacher. This also
affects the number of missing assignments students are now able to complete. A special
education teacher shared that because of co-teaching, several students have been able to
move out of special education altogether and no longer have an IEP.
“This is the first time that I was able to read my test independently,” stated one of
the general education teachers as she explained a story of a student with an IEP who had
struggled for so long and was finally able to complete a task independently in a co-taught
class. The general education teachers indicated that co-teaching has increased the levels
of confidence in all students which in turn has an effect on their overall academic
achievement. Both general education and special education teachers asserted that coteaching has allowed them to build better relationships with all students. For special
education teachers, co-teaching has allowed them to become involved with general
education students. For general education teachers, co-teaching has allowed them to see
that students with IEPs are able to be included in the general education classroom.
The program evaluation supports that the one teach, one assist co-teaching model
can be very helpful for a new set of co-teachers at the beginning of the school year. This
model allows teachers to ease into co-teaching. Friend (2008) suggested that this is the
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most used of all co-teaching models. However, her same research stated that this is the
least effective co-teaching approach because it fosters dependent behaviors and in turn,
these may distract students from the lesson (Friend, 2008).
Station teaching should be used frequently no matter the subject area. Data
support this because additional small group time with students leads to more personalized
instruction for all and fluid student groupings. This model does require three student
groups at all times. Two stations are led by both teachers in the room, and the third group
is an independent student group (Friend, 2008). It is important to note that all general
education teachers in each interview did mention that they prefer to use the station
teaching model over any of the other Marilyn Friend models because they believe
students are able to get more of what they need on their level.
Based on the co-teacher survey and interviews with teachers, it is important to
note that a variety of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models are used within the district
of study. However, this is not always for the best. Overall, teachers felt as if they cannot
get into a good routine because they are not with the same co-teacher year after year.
Therefore, the model that is used to teach may be different because of trying something
new with a different co-teacher.
Implications for Practice
Analyzing research regarding a successful co-teaching program at the middle
school level, including the results from interviews and a teacher survey, brought about
common themes centered around the overall implementation and sustainability of the
program.
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Recommendation 1: Implementation
Research indicates that successful implementation of a new learning program
occurs over the initial 2 to 3 years following the adoption of an educational initiative
(Fullan, 2015). Effective training, curriculum and materials, and teaching practices, along
with sound knowledge of reading and math instruction are each necessary for the
successful implementation of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models.
Over time, it is important to recognize that an implementation dip may occur due
to the need for ongoing strengthening of knowledge and capacity (this is where the
district of study is currently with co-teaching). During an implementation dip, it is
important to take things slow and then revisit the beginning stages. Fullan (2015)
recommended clarifying the goals of co-teaching and defining the quality of the program
structure. This information should be shared with the teachers involved in co-teaching
and then with the school. Allowing the entire staff to be involved in some way allows for
continued support throughout the implementation.
It is crucial to take a step back and reinvolve all stakeholders (Fullan, 2015). For
the district of study, this will include district administration, middle school building-level
administration, middle school general education teachers, middle school special
education teachers, and parents. Involving stakeholders allows everyone involved to have
a voice on co-teaching.
When revisiting the implementation phase, Fullan (2015) recommended including
government mandates, school district policies, curriculum, and state standards. It is
imperative that the school district and the specific middle school provide consistent
transparency and communication throughout the implementation phase. Throughout the
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implementation phase of co-teaching, the middle school teachers spoke of using
modeling, visual aids, small groups, collaboration, and individualized learning as
strategies used in a co-taught classroom. One teacher stated, “These were some of the
strategies we learned from Marilyn Friend during the initial training and when
implemented correctly co-teaching works.” Each of these strategies should continue
moving forward as the implementation phase is complete.
The district of study should continue to use explicit instruction that focuses on
step-by-step practice and modeling. The district should also ensure that teachers involved
in co-teaching are provided with problem-solving and learning opportunities. This
collaborative environment will promote social interactions where the general education
teacher and the special education teacher can work together. District administration and
school-level administration should ensure that all teachers are adjusting the instruction
based on student assessment data.
The middle school teachers currently involved in co-teaching spoke of the strong
need for intentional work with their co-teacher through a weekly common planning time.
During the interview process, at least one teacher from the three middle schools of study
indicated there was no common planning time between the general education teachers
and the special education teachers. One teacher stated, “The lack of common planning
made my partnership with my co-teacher and providing the best instruction for all
students very difficult. We felt like we only skimmed the surface of the content.” In the
upcoming year, there should be an emphasis placed on common planning between the
general education teacher and special education teacher. During the interviews with
teachers, one general education teacher stated, “We as teachers want at least one planning
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period per week.” The teacher continued by explaining that this set time would allow
teachers to work together, share ideas, plan for best strategies, and practice.
School administration teams should coordinate and facilitate weekly teacher
learning teams (grade-level teams) to ensure regular, ongoing conversations that center
around data, interventions, and instruction for student and teacher growth. Moving
forward, the team of co-teachers should explore what tools, strategies, and resources are
most effective for all students. Ultimately, this collaborative engagement will support
teachers to have a greater understanding of student data and can develop more effective
lesson plans. Fullan (2015) wrote that teachers should work as a team to transform
teaching into a true learning profession.
Teacher quality is essential for the success of co-teaching and student learning.
The district of study must continue to plan and provide professional development that fits
the needs of individual teachers. In the past, the district provided training by Marilyn
Friend herself to ensure teacher knowledge and mastery in a co-taught classroom. This
training proved to be invaluable as an essential learning tool for the beginning co-teacher.
Moving forward, the district must continue to provide training with Marilyn Friend as
well as additional training tailored to specific grade levels and/or content areas
throughout the implementation process in order to strengthen capacity and provide the
feedback necessary for monitoring, reflection, and growth.
The district of study saw a need for increasing the opportunity for continuous
professional learning and coaching by visiting other co-taught classrooms within the
district of study as well as outside of the district. To ensure improvement of the coteaching program, the district must use individual teacher data to inform the necessary
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areas of learning and improvements. Training should include best practices for
scheduling, necessary assessment tools, and self-reflection. The district should also
employ veteran co-teachers as trainers to support teacher capacity. Ongoing and intensive
professional development is key to strengthening the teacher’s knowledge of effective
strategies and resources to support student learning and ultimately the sustainability of
the co-teaching program (Ramírez et al., 2018).
Recommendation 2: Continuation
Continuation refers to the decision to continue an innovation based on
perceptions, reactions to the change, and whether it is embedded in the organization. For
the success of this phase, the organization must be committed to the established
procedures and change. The change must be integrated into the school setting and include
skilled staff who believe in the innovation. Student improvement in learning, followed by
teacher attitude and capability, is imperative for the continuation of an innovation
(Fullan, 2015).
Moving forward, it is important to ensure that all administrators are properly
trained in the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models. This training will ensure that principals
and assistant principals are providing specific feedback that is aligned with the research
practices of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models.
Middle school teachers, middle school principals, and district administration
noted that moving forward, there is a strong need for a complete program evaluation of
the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models in order to see their overall effectiveness. The
district discussed using professional development opportunities and co-taught
observations to inform the next steps. During the interviews with teachers, additional
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support and on-going professional development opportunities quickly became a recurring
theme. These additional trainings could be done during the school level TLT process
(including the special education teachers in grade-level meetings with their co-teacher) as
well as through the use of ongoing coaching. One teacher stated, “I would love to visit
other co-taught classrooms across the district. This would help me to visualize how other
teachers are implementing co-teaching into their classes and content.” This continual
feedback and communication between all are vital to sustaining the co-teaching program
at the middle school level. The continual feedback will identify specific opportunities for
improvement and monitor the progress of the co-teaching program. Interventions are
crucial to improving and sustaining an initiative. Fullan (2015) wrote that a school district
will learn much from the change process. Fullan also noted that planning and
improvement are derived and developed as the program continues. Patience is key.
Finally, the district and teachers noted the continued improvement in student
assessment as necessary for the guidance of progress and informing curriculum decisions.
In the upcoming year, the district noted plans to provide professional learning in a cotaught classroom centered around general education reading and math. These ongoing
tools will provide accountability and gauge progress to inform next steps for student
growth. The district must define the means for teaching, evaluating, and scheduling to
drive the best instructional practices that are aligned with the curriculum and standards.
There is a time and place for each of the Marilyn Friend models because data
support that each of them is effective in its own way. However, it is imperative that
teachers know when and how to use each model based on the lesson being taught and the
skill levels of their students. Choosing the right co-teaching model results in students
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with disabilities learning grade-level curriculum as well as strategies to succeed outside
of the classroom, which is a true sign of effective Marilyn Friend co-teaching.
Recommendations for Further Research
This qualitative study intended to evaluate the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models
using Stufflebeam’s CIPP model (Social Science Space, 2017) and to identify key
strategies for implementation. The study included the perceptions of the director of
special education, middle school principals/assistant principals, middle school general
education teachers, and middle school special education teachers. As the data were
analyzed, opportunities for further research were identified.
One area for further research is the evaluation of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching
models at other grade spans including elementary and high school levels. This study
could compare teacher perceptions and student data at those levels in order to determine
the overall effectiveness of the program. These perceptions could then be compared to the
middle school data of this study.
The researcher could also analyze the learning outcomes based on reading and
math assessments and the perceptions of teachers in those content areas to better inform
effective teaching practices and strategies for student achievement. This potential study
would allow the researcher to compare co-teaching in reading classes as well as math
classes and which strategies were proven to be most effective.
Another area for research is to include student perspectives in order to evaluate
the effectiveness of the co-teaching program to inform opportunities for improvement.
This would allow students to have a voice in this initiative. Further, the researcher could
include an analysis of the students with IEP assessment data with support from the co-
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teaching program.
Research and data from co-teaching could be compared with other local school
districts (that are similar in size and nature). This study would allow the researcher to see
the effectiveness of the co-teaching program from other schools as well as use additional
initiatives/interventions as necessary.
Finally, in the school district of study, only two of the six Marilyn Friend coteaching models were used on a regular basis (one teach, one assist and station teaching).
In future research, it is necessary to complete a more thorough study focusing on the
regular use of each of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models.
Limitations and Delimitations
Due to the location and lack of knowledge about other local school districts, this
study was limited to one rural school district. The study included one director of special
education, three middle school principals, two assistant principals, 12 middle school
general education teachers, and seven middle school special education teachers. Data
gathered from the co-teaching teacher survey and interviews were used to evaluate the
findings within the program evaluation.
An additional limitation is the presence of bias. During the time of my study, I
was the district-wide special education instructional coach. As the researcher, I have
some type of knowledge of the majority of the teachers as well as the administrators
within the study. Due to my relationship with many teachers and administrators, certain
information may have been affected. The interviews require accepting various points of
view, ideas, and impressions. Since I do work within the district of study, it was noted
that some participants might have stated what they thought I wanted to hear during the
interview instead of basing their information on data and facts. When reviewing the data,
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I had to consider how the responses were structured. I had to consider emotions, tone, and
nonverbal communication.
Another limitation is the fact that the district of study is continuing to recover
from the COVID-19 pandemic. Before COVID, co-teaching was being implemented with
fidelity, and great progress was being made for the targeted students. COVID impacted
the structure of classroom delivery for the better part of 2 years. With the absence of coteaching for an extended period of time, the majority of middle school teachers are
learning the steps of co-teaching over again. Professional development continues to be
needed.
The delimitations in this evaluation were determined by the choices I made as the
researcher in order to gain a better understanding of how to implement a successful coteaching program. To gain a better understanding, I chose to use the CIPP program
evaluation. This provided me with data in regard to the context, input, process, and
product.
In the beginning, the choice was made not to compare other co-teaching
implementations from similar middle schools as well as school districts in the
surrounding area. The focus of this study was only on one rural school district in South
Carolina. I chose to focus on one specific program in order to get solid data to use in
planning and preparing for other school years.
During the interview process, I chose to meet with all teachers and administrators
(who were a part of the study) via an online platform instead of a face-to-face interview.
This decision was made as multiple teachers expressed concerns related to COVID-19.
For the study, I also chose to limit the sample size to only middle school general
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education teachers and special education teachers who were currently co-teaching during
the 2021-2022 school year. I wanted to gather data from teachers who were currently in
the process of co-teaching, instead of opening the study up to any teacher who had ever
co-taught. This choice ultimately affected the overall results.
Summary
The research study utilized a qualitative approach to evaluate the implementation
of the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models at the middle school level to inform the
effectiveness of the program for students with IEPs. I used Stufflebeam’s CIPP model of
program evaluation (Social Science Space, 2017). The Marilyn Friend co-teaching
initiative is used at three middle schools in a rural South Carolina school district.
The implementation of co-teaching at the middle school level was effective,
according to the director of special education, middle school administration teams,
middle school general education teachers, and middle school special education teachers.
Participants noted that some of the co-teaching models were used more than others, but
all were still found effective in some way. All participants acknowledged student growth
toward completing grade-level work in the areas of reading and math with mastery as
well as growth with their interpersonal skills and meeting IEP goals.
The teachers and administrators praised co-teaching for student confidence in
speaking in front of a larger group and becoming involved with students they may not
always come into contact with on a regular basis. Teachers also noted their enjoyment in
learning and interacting with the same teacher each day. Overall, they believed the coteaching experience was beneficial to their students' academic and social needs at the
middle school level. Further, the director of special services emphasized that
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collaboration and communication between general education teachers and special
education teachers were key strategies to ensure successful teaching for all students.
With regard to implications for future improvement, the district should continue
to strengthen communication, monitoring, and feedback along with ongoing professional
learning. The district should also focus on exposing teachers to each of the Marilyn
Friend co-teaching models in order to meet the needs of various personalities and
learning styles. Overall, the Marilyn Friend co-teaching models were successful in
meeting the goals of facilitating students with disabilities being included in the general
education classroom as well as being exposed to grade-level curriculum.
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